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TO THE COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS OF BALTIMORE COUNTY:

The undersigned, legal owner(s) of the property sitpate in Baltimore County and which is
described ir ihe description and plat attached hereto and made a part hereof, hereby petition (1)
that the zoning status of the herein described properiy be re-classified, pursuant to the Zoning Law

of Baltiwore County, fiom an ...l . = ... zone to an ... . Sl el
zone, for the reasons given in the attached statement; -2 —for a-Gpeecinl-Exce ption- under-the
'szid'Znnmg-meZonin-g-ﬂegmationsvf—ﬂahmeeo&niy,-{emﬁmmre&n-deseﬂbed-propeﬁy?

Inc.'s Mid-Atlantic Division
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*A smali portion of subject property is already zoned 0-1. 'an/jk

Property is to be posted and advertiscd as prescribed by The Baltimore County Code.

' 1, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Re-classification, Special Exception and/or Variance,
posting, etc., upon filing of this petition, and further agree to and are to be bound by the zoning
regulations and restrictions ¢f Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law for Baltimore

County.

Contract Purchaser:
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City and State

Attorney for Petitioner;

Towson, Maryland

City and State

Attorney’s Telephone No.:

ie)
. ('lglt) e M
i

PETITION FOR ZONING RE-CLASSIFICATION
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and (3) ior the reasons given in the attached slatement, a variance from the following sections of
the Zoning Law and Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County:
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Legal Owner(s):

CITICORP FINANCIAL, INC.
(Type or Print Name)

/ Signature
Renald E.

7720 York Road 337-2600

it he v e T — W - e S i A R e e

Address Phone No.
Towson, Maryland 21204

City and State

Name, address and phone number of legal owner, con-
tract purchaser or representative to be contacted
21204 C. Keith McLendon, Assistant

g e —— --Corporate Counsel __ . .. ___
Name

823-1800

7720 York Road 337-2600 Ext.
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Phone No.
Towson, Maryland 21204
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" BALTIMORE COUNTY ZONING PLANS ADVISORY

COUNTY OFFICE BLDG.
111 W. Chesapeake Ave.
Towson, Maryland 21204
. obo
. “Nicholas B. Commodari

Chairman

MEMBERS

Bureac of
Engineering

Department of
. Fraffic Engineering

S5tate Roads Commission

Bureau of o
Fire Prevention

Health Deéaztmeha..
: P:djecﬁlPlanning
' Building Department
'; Boﬁrd of £duca£16n

...Zoning Administration-

WL e

. fndustrial
© ' Development
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October 25, 1983

Richard A. Reid, Esquire
102 West Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

RE: Item No. 12 - Case No. R-84-120
Petitioner - Citicorp Financial.Inc.
Reclassification Petition -

Dear Mr. Reid:

‘The Zoning Plans Advisory Committee has reviewed the -
plans submitted with the above-referenced petition. The
following comments are not intended to indicate the appro-
priateness of the zoning action regquested, but to assure
that all parties are made aware of plans or problems with
regard to the development plans that may have a bearing on
this case. - The Director of Planning may file a written -
report with the Zoning Commissioner with recommendation

as to the suitability of the _requested zoning. - =

o In view of yoﬁr client's proposal to reclassify t@is
property, which lies directly to the rear of the existing
office building on York Road, this hearing is required.

Because the submitted site plan did not indicate a pro-
posed use, all comments that were submitted by this Committee
were general in nature. If the petition is granted, more
detailed commenis will be forwarded in the future. This
will require, among other things, review by the County
Review Group (CRG). For further information on this . -
process, you may contact Mr. Harry Grace at 494-3335.

- Enclosed are all comments submitted from the members
of the Committee at this time that offer or request infor-
mation on your petition. If similar comments from the '
remaining members are received, I will forward them to you.
Otherwise, any comment that is not informative will be e
placed in the hearing file. This petition was accepted for
filing on the date of the enclosed filing certificate and a
hearing scheduled accordingly. - . B e
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PETITION FOR ZONING RE-CLASSIFICATION
SPECIAL EXCEPTION ANDJOR VARIANCE

T0 YHE COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS OF BALTIMORE COUNTY:

The undersigned, legal owner(s) of the property situate in Baltimore County auld 'vghi.ch is
- described in the description and plat attached ﬂereto and made a part hereof, herehy petition (1)

" that the zoning status of the herein described property be re-c'assified, pursuant to the Zoning Law

' : -16% -
of Baltimore County. from an __D.R.-16% __ zome to an .. 971 zore |

tone, for the reasons given in the attached statcinent; md—HH-for-a-Bpeei&l-_E-xwpﬁpa:-;ndef-lhe
s7id Fonmy - ard- Zoning Regutations of Batimore €ounty -to-use the-hesetn dacerbed-pre peityr

offices to house the Regional Headquarters for Ci
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Inc.'s Mid-Atlantic Divisicon
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and (3) for the reasons given in the attached statement, a variance from the following sections of
the Zoning Law and Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County: S

*A small portion of subject property is already zoned 0-1.

Property Is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by The Baltimore County Code.

1, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Re-classification, Special Exception and/or Variance,
posting, etc., upon filing of this petition, and further agree to and are io be bound by the zoning
regulations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law for Baltimore
County. '

Legal Owner(s):
CITICORP FINANCIAL, INC.

o e ke - A —— o S -

Contract Purchaser:

i . - AR - ol e A

(Type or Print Name)

{'Signature
Rondld E.

v T 5 - -

City and State

Attorney for Petitioner:

York 37-2
Richard A. Reid, Esq._____ e ?.7.%?__-?.{--?3.??. ........ 3: _?__-?P.c.}_____

e T . e

(Type or Print Name) ~ Address Phone No.
Towson, Maryland 21204

- v B - OB Y Ve S - e D WP W W T - —— -

Signature : : City and State

102 West Pennsylvania Ave_rf‘f_e_ Name, address and phon¢ number of legal owner, con-

Address tract purchaser or representalive to be contacted

Towson, Maryland 21204 . ‘_:_‘ cﬁ%é?aﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁéﬁﬂsf istant
City and State T Name | _

Attorney’s Telephone No.: --?.23:'.1_8.9.?.__--- 7720 York Road ____  337-2600 Fxt
. Phone Na.
Towson, Maryland 21204
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Richard A. Réid. Esquire
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October 25, 1983

Enclosures

cc: Daft-McCune-Walker, Inc.
- 530 East Joppa Road
Towson, Maryland 21204

Mr. Harry Grace. -
Current Planning Division

| W:W:Mms

_ N-MW Key Sheeti: -
34 NE 2 Pos, Sheet

HARRY J. PISTEL, P E.
DIRECTOR o

Augus. t 10, 1983

Mr. Arnold Jablon
Zoning Commissioner
County Office Building
Towson, Maryland 21204

Ttem #12 (1983-1984)
- Property Owner: Citicorp Financial, Inc.
'8/8 Cross Campus Drive 487" W. York Rd.
Acres: 6.94  District: 9th

Dear Mr, Jablon:

The following comments are furnished in regard to the plat submitted to this
c;tf;g.loe fo_: review by t.he Zoning Adviscry Committee in connection with the subject

General: -

York Road (M3. 45) is a State Rbad; thereforé, all lmprovements, intersecticns;
entrances and drainage requirements as they affect the road came under the

jurisdiction of the Maryland State Highway Administration. Any utility construction -
- within the State Road right-of-way will be subject to the standards, specifications -
.and app::wal Qf' the‘ State in additicm to these of Baltimore County. _ ,

Baltimore qaunty highway and utility irrprovenents éﬂst and are mt diféctly :

" involved.

_ This office has no further comment in regard to the plén submitted for
Zoning _Ad_visory Cmmttee review in connection with this Item 12 (1983-1984).

- Vexy truly yours,
hlata I
.; 3!Kx§iﬂ:An DDREON, PIEI'
- Bureau of Public Services

R
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14, Esquire. Daft-KeCane-Yalker
102 West Fennsyi - 530 East Joppa Ros
Towson, Wd, . 21204 ' Towson, W4, 21204

BALTIMORE COUNTY OFFICE OF PLANNING § ZONING

'County Office Building
"111 W. Chesapeake. Avenue
. Towson, Maryland.:21204 -

Your petition has been received and accepted for filing' this

. XRNOLD JROTONT
. Zoning Cx ssioner .
- petitioner Citicerp Piranclsl, InC.Received by:

Petitioner's pieuard A. Reld, Esquire

. Nicholas B. 3 TR
- Chairman, Zoning Plans
-Advisory Committee

Attorney :

Marytand Departmentof Trausportation

Stata Highway Adminisiration

July 15, 1983

Mr, William Hammond ZAC Meeting of 7-12-83
Zoning Commissioner ITEM: #12,

- County Office Building ' Property Owner: Citicorp
Towson, Maryland 21204 Financial, Inc,

‘ : Location: S/S Cross Campus
Drive 487°' W, York Road
(Route 45)

Existing Zoning: D.R. 16
Propused Zoning: Reclassi- .
fication for offices to house
the Regional Headquarters for
Citicorp Financtal, Inc,'s
Mid-Atlantic Division

Acres: 6,94

District: 9th

Attention: ur.'n. Commodari

Dear Mr, Hammond:

The proposed petition should haiakno‘adéﬁ - ffects
State Highway. petition should I rse effects on the

Very truly yours,

facd L2

Charles Lee, Chief
Bureau of Engineering
- Access Permits
0 CLsJM:maw - Byt  Johm Heyefs'_

cc:. Mr, G; Wittman
: .Hr- J. Ogle

My telephoc.s aumber lt_(301) £59-1150
S : Taiatypewriter for Impaired Hearing or Spesch . '
s 30}7566 Baltimore Metro — 5650451 D.C. Metro — 1-800-402-5002 Siatewide Toll Fres

PQ. Box 717/ 707 North Cchﬂl St., Baltimore, Maryiand 21203 - 0717
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titutional. Annapohs v. Annap-"*’_

. 383, 395 (1979).

to the expertise of an adminier# -

i llution of disputed questions of {n -

sioner v. National Bureau of Cawv’

d 292 299(1967* however

. etatlon of law however arrned :
Be within the exercise of sound

retion  and . the - legislative .~ E

< arbitrary and illegal.” Crim-
' satmn Board v Gould 273 Md

e ove, 167 Md. 138, 143-44 i
e -"' 11, 81, 85 (1946); Heups v. Cobb, 18 " - ¥
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- CARDON INV, v. TOWN OF NEW MARKET 587 .

573] : Opinion ol' the Court.‘

1t is well settled, however, that changes in the characler :
of a neighborhood prior to adoption of comprehensive zoning
may be considered only in conjunction with subsequent

~ changes. Chevy Chase Village v. Montgomery County, 258

Md 27, 43-44 (1970).

In the case sub judice the court concluded that the only
change since 1977 was the 1981 text change and clarification '
that made a truck stop a legal use in the H.S. classification

- and, in effect, excluded it from the G.C. classification. This

does not constitute a post-1977 ordinance change in the

character of the neighborheod sufficient to permit examina-
tion of pre-1977 changes. . '

Moreover, the circuit court found that even lf it considered

~ changes before 1977, it did not have to look beyond 1971, The -
trial court opined:

“We are not here dealing with a comprehensive :

_rezoning that may have overlooked something,
some changes. It would appear from this record a

* deliberate determination by the County Commis-
sioners in 1971 to place this property in a commer-
cial category and it has continued in that down to
the present time, and it seems to me that there is a
truncating, at that point, of the circumstances or
the necessity to view and consider changes prmr to
that date.” .

We agree with the trial court’s analysis. Since the Board

of County Commissioners reclassified the property as com-
mercial in 1971, and in effect reaffirmed that classification
in 1977, there is a presumption of correctness in that classifi-
cation and, therefore, no need ta look for change before that
1971 action.

The provision in the 1977 ordinance mandating mea-
suremnent of change from 1959 is distinguishable from the
preamble that we gave effect in Jay v. Smith, supra. In Jay,
the preamble described the Harford County Council’s
purpose: to prevent pre-ordinance changes from circum-

venting the county’s proposed comprehensive plan, putting

CARDONI IT\TV v. TOWN OF NEW MARKET 591

5731 . Opmlon of the (‘ourt

3
Ewdence of C‘hange

- To obtam reclassification, appellant was requlred to ahow

"that there was a substantial change in the character of the

- neighborhood where the property is located or that there was
"~ .+ a mistake in the existing zoning classification.” Md Ann _
.- Code, art. 66B, §4.05(a) 11978 repl. vol.). '

- There was an express finding by the Commissioners that
the G.C. zoning of the property in 1977 was not a mistake.

- The only issue, then, for the circuit court to consider and for
this Court to review is whether there were sufficient
changes in the neighborhood to require reclassifying the
_ property from the G.C, to the H.S. classification.

P Based on our review of the evidence before the Board of -
- o County Commissioners — including the evidence of road .
". 7 building, available sewage facilities and extensions of com- -~ = "~
.. mercial zoning since 1971 —— we affirm the findings of the . . -
~.. trial court that “"there is nothir.g to compel the conclusion - -~ .~ .
" that there has been such a change in the character of the Cole
S nexghborhood that it requires the rezoning.” o

- Appellant argues that it is unfair to charge 1t thh havmg
- - presented insufficient evidence of change since 1977 or 1971

- _when all participants at the hearing before the Board of

= County Commission«.rs believed the change date wouldbe .- - = = .~
.. 1959. Appellant, however, had the motivation and opportu-.. . . = . .
. . - nity to present evidence of all pertinent changes between .

1959 and 1982. Even though the period of change was later

- constricted, appellant nonetheless had a fair chance to =~
~ present ev1dence of change from 1971 to the date of the .

hearlng

.+..w> . Given that there was insufficient evidence of change since ..~ .. : "%
" * the 1977 comprehensive rezoning, appellant argues that the - - "%

- 1982 reclassification of its site into the Highway Service -~ .~ .~
category was nonetheless a valid exercise of legislative .. - ° " "~

588 CARDON INV v, TOWN OF NEW MARKET
- Opimon ofthoCourt. _ [55 Md App "
undue 'press.ure on public facilitiea. and conflicting with L

“agricultural conservation. In this case, Frederick County’s .
1977 ordinance provnded nojusuﬁcatnon for the 1959 change -

date

‘When a local leglslatwe body adopts what by legal defi-
“nition is "comprehensive rezoning,” it cannot either in the

" same ordinance or otherwise provide that it is not compre-
* hensive rezoning, either by so stating or through a designa- .

tion of the change/mistake date.
The locality’s legislative authonty to zone stems not from

its own inherent police power, but from that power granted

to the localities by state law. It is the state law which deter-

mines the extent of that power, and the terms under which
it may be exercised in Maryland. Md. Ann. Code, ar 66,

§4.01 (1978 repl. vol.). Harbor Island Marina v. Calve. ™,

. 286 Md. 303, 309 (1979). State law defines what constitu.es

comprehensive rezoning, and what consequences flow from
that designation. By definition, comprehensive rezoning is

the product of thorough, deliberate consideration of extant - '

_ facts and circumstances. Howard County v. Dorsey, 292 Md.
351, 363 (1982); Mraz v. County Comm'rs of Cecil Co., supra,
291 Md. at 88-89 (1981). When, as here, that definition is

met, state law promotes the stability of land use by accord-

ing the rezoning a presumption of correctness, rebuttable
only by a showing of mistake or chunge in circumstances.
Md. Ann. Code, art. 66B, §4.05 (a) (1978 repl. vol.). Howard
County v. Dorsey, supra, 292 Md. at 355-56 (1982); Hoy v.
Boyd, 42 Md. App. 527, 533 (1979}, Anne Arundel Co. v. Md.
Nat'l Bank, 32 Md. App. 437 (1976). See generally
Comment, "Zoning Change: Flexibility v. Stability.” 26
~U. Md. L. Rev. 48 (1966); N. Williams, 1 American Land
Planning Law, §6.06 (1974).

Given the deliberation with which the circumstances
leading up to this comprehensive rezoning were examined,
given that the conclusions reached from this examination
were the basis for this comprehensive rezoning, and given
the public policy favoring stability, it is legally mandated
that the evidence of change or mistake be determined from

592 CARDON INV TOWN OF NEW MARKET

Opuuon of l.he Court.. {55 Md App. N

. dlscret:on It alleges that the 1971 rezomng frorn A 1, Ag'n-
_ cultural, to B-2, Commercial, placed the property in a classi-
fication that permitted truck stops. By the enactment of the - -
. 1977 ordinance, the B-2 classification of the subject property

was changed to the new GC-General Commercial classifi-

~.-- cation, which, according to the 1981 interpretation of the
. Zoning Administrator, permitted a truck stop as a legal use.
It was only then, in 1981, ten.years after the 1971 commer- -
. cial zoning and four years after the General Commercial
. Zoning, that the Board of County Commissioners passed a .
- text amendment excluding truck stops from the General
- Commercial classification. After several months, the 1982
rezoning of appellant’s land as Highway Service restored to -

appellant the right to use the site as a truck stop — a use

- that had already been permitted for four to ten years. Insofar -

as a truck stop was previously permitted, appellant urges

.~ that there is no need to show change in the ne:ghborhood to -

- justify the 1982 rezoning. . '
~ A “"truck stop” is not a zonmg classdlcatlon, but a use
within a classification, and one that was never explicitly -
placed in the 2oning ordinance until the 1981 textual
change. As we have pointed out, supra, in 1971, when the
subject property was rezoned from the A-1, Agricultural, to

" the B-2, Community Business District zone, automobile’

filling stations were permitted in the latter zone {County

Code, sections 40-89 {d} and 40-95). Also, it is significant
that in 1971 the B-3, General Business District classification -
. permitted as a legal use "trucking and motor freight station
.. or terminal.” (County Code, section 40-101, (n}3)). In addi-
" tiom, although the B-2 classification permitted "automobile - -
.+ filling stations,” the B-3 classification permitted “filling - - "~ "
.- stations ...” without reference to the limitation of “automo- " -~~~ -
. - bile” as contained in the B-2 classification. The County Code . -
. did not contain a definition of an “automobile service - -
. station” or a “filling station” or a “trucking and motor .
- freight station or terminal.” At that time the County Code
... defined only an "automotive service station” as "that portion =~ " . <
7 of property where flammable or combustible liquids are : .= .
.- stored and dispensed from fixed equipment into the fuel /.
-+ tanks or motor vehicles .. .". County Code, section 40-1.- . =

o R T T A SR il e o e
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~ before the rezoning, e.g., evidenc@

- acter of the neighborhood for the

.. ordinance, the Commxaamners app @
: part of the preamble: =

. Zoning Ordinance,
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“the date of this comprehensive rj \ ;
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: rubhc fac:htles. and conlnctmg w:th.f.
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sidered and presumed to be consid:
In addition, it would promote haph
in contravention of public policy.

Applying state law, the couri g

1977 would be the date for consid § ative body adopts what by legal defi-

ive rezoning,” it cannot either in the
¥ er~ise provide that it is not compre-
. |ier by so stating or through a des:gna-
C stake date.

Since the issue of tho 1959 date J'tive authority to zone stems not from |
Commissioners, appellant assever. li° POVeD» but from that power granted

whether the requested rezoning s

. not be raised for the first time in tt B¢ law, It is the state law which deter-
" cites Bulluck v. Pelham Wood 4 B2t POwer, and the terms under which =

1 . [in Maryland. Md. Ann. Code, art. 66,
(1978) and quotes from that case: M Harbor Island Marina v. Calvert Co.,
"As the S_upreme Court stat- 1Y), State law defines what constitutes
Compensation Comm’n v. Ar f.g, and what consequences flow from
155 67 S.Ct. 245,91 L. Ed. 1. 3 efinition, comprehensive rezoning is
-h, deliberate consideration of extant
function when it seta aside t 88 * Howard County v. Dorsey, 292 Md.
determination upon a grour " County Comm'rs of Cecil Co., supra,
presented and deprives the i 1), When, as here, that definition is
* opportunity to consider the i the sl,ab:lxty of land use by accord-
ruling, and state the reasor: fs_umpuon of correctness, rebuttahle
283 Md. at 518-519. Wistake or change in circumstances. .
: : B, §4.05 (a) (1978 repl. vol.). Howard
. As the Department points out, i1{ll-a, 292 Md. at 355-56 (1982); Hoy v.
appellant attempted to raise in the ¢ [l 533 (1979); Anne Arundel Co. v. Md.

A reviewing court usu-f

- procedural and evidentiary errors [l App. 437 (1976). See generally

substantive legal issues. 283 Md. at Whange: Flexibility v. Stability,” 26
the Supreme Court in Aragon, in tt {#66); N, Williams, 1 Amencan Land
preceding the one quoted in Bullu [ 974).

“[t]he responsibility of applying the §

. N .on with which the circumstancea
the facts of a particular case was gi § . .
s rehen rezo ami
to the Commission.” It is clear the IR ensive ning were examined,

B ons reached from this examination
comprehensive rezoning, and given
ng stability, it is legally mandated

B.nge or mistake be determined from -
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ln 1981 the Comrmssmners..e

81-29-219, the Zoning Text Ame@l B A |
“truck stop and filling station ser-{ll v- TOWN OF NEW MARKET

“motor freight terminal”. This ord. {§ Upinionol'l.he Court. " . | - [55 Md. App.'

legis'atively placed the “truck atop”
and light industrial classificatio

nercial, placed the property in a classi-

" Prior to the ﬁ]mg of thl. i -2 classification of the subject property

. l"e"" no specific references to us. Jew GC-General Commercial ¢lassifi-
~ ily for trucks and for the sale of JiR:ng to the 1981 interpretation of the
- and the like for that type vehicle [t - Permitted a truck stop as a legal use.

. present Zoning Administrators 81, ten years after the 1971 commer-
such uses could be included und [l Years after the General Commercial

- automobile filling and service s il 4 of County Commissioners passed a

* vided in part that buildings and i :ding truck stops from the General .

the retail sale of motor vehic JMtion. After several months, the 1982

- accessories included those type S land as Highway Service restored to .

" and were allowed in the dlatncta . use the site as a truck Stop — a use

" and at that time the Staff submit Ji "&-

< dations providing for a definition ||t a zomng classxficanorr but ause . 3

- filling station service facilities’ . and one that was never explicitly

- terminals’ and recommended th.J@l ordinance until the 1981 textua] -
- allowed with site plan approva] Jil inted out, supra, in 1971, when the
. -, Service and General Industrial [f7oned from the A-1, Agricultural, to -+
... latter as a permitted use with site [@ll-Jusiness District zone, automobile = -
. the Limited and General Indust-§ii rmitted in the latter zone (County
= further clarify the matter, it was r.§i* and 40-95), Also, it is significant - -
the definition of automobile fil; §neral Business District classification .+~ |
station, as it existed in the Ordins [l “trucking and motor freight station © ]
- toclarify that that use does not in il 0de, section 40-101, (nX3)). In addi- =~

-and filling stat!on serwce facd.rx § lassification permitted “automobile -

_supplned)-_;s-_ 83 classification permitted “filling

jll >rence to the limitation of "automo- -

B-2 classification. The County Code
daition of an “sutomobile service -

-ation™ or a "truckmg and motor
al.” At that time the County Code

ive serv!  station” as "that portion *

B nable of combustible liquids are
gom fixed equipment into the fiel
= County Code, section 40-1.

led no justiﬁcation for the 1959 change - ._

that the 1971 rezomng from A-1, Agn-. :

d truck stops. By the enactment of the .

>ermitted for four to ten years. Insofar -

A hearing on the pro.posed amJ €viously permitted, appeilant urges ~
 before the Frederick County Plar. |} » show change in the nelghborhood to .
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“the date ol‘ this comprehenawe rezomng. An' earlier date

- would permit needless duplicative consideration of evidence -
* before the rezoning, e.g., evidence of change already con- -

sidered and presumed to be considered prior to the rezening.

.- Inaddition, it would promote haphazard piecemeal rezonmg
- in contravention of pubhc policy.

Applying state law, the court properly conc]uded that

1977 would be the date for considering change in the char- -
~acter of the neighborhood for the purpose of determining -
. whether the requested rezoning should be granted. :

C.

Since the issue of the 1959 date was not raised before the
Commissioners, appellant asseverates that this issue could
not be raised for the first time in the circuit court. Appeliant

cites Bulluck v. Pelham Wood Apariments, 283 Md. 505 -

{1978} and quotes from that case:

"As the Supreme Court stated in Unemployment
Compensation Comm’n v. Aragon, 329 U.S. 143,
155, 67 S.Ct. 245 91 L. Ed. 136 (1946

‘A reviewing court usurps the agency’s
function when it sets aside the administrative
-~ determination upon a ground not theretofore
presented and deprives the Commission of an -
_opportunity to consider the matter, make its
ruling, and state the reasons for its action.'”
- 2B3 Md. at 51B-519.

As the Department points out, in Bulluck the issues the
appellant attempted to raise in the circuit court were alleged
procedural and evidentiary errors, as distinguished from
substantive legal issues. 283 Md. at 518. It is significant that
the Supreme Court in Aragon, in the sentence immediately
preceding the one quoted in Bulluck (above), stated that

"It}he responsibility of applying the statutory provisions to

the facts of & particular case was given in the first instance
to the Commissicn.” It is clear that in Aragon, unlike the
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- In 1981 the Commissioners enacted Ordinance No;

 81-29-219, the Zoning Text Amendment, which defined _
"truck stop and filling station service facility” as well as

"motor freight terminal™. This ordinance for the first time

.' legislatively placed the "truck stop” use explicitly in the H.S.
and light industrial classifications. In adopting that

ordinance, the Commissioners approved the followxng as

' part of the preamble: . - =~

c . Prior to the ﬁlmg of thls apphcatlon. there' :
were no specific references to uses designed primar-
-~ ily for trucks and for the sale of motor vehicle fuels
~ and the like for that type vehicle, although pastand -
" present Zoning Administrators had indicated that .
~such uses could be included under the definition of .
©_ automobile filling and service stations, which pro- .
" vided in part that buildings and structures used for -
. the reian- swie - of motor vehicle fuels, oils and ;.
<. accessories included those type services to trucks

- - and were allowed in the d:stnct.s as provnded in the B

Zomng Ordinance. . _ -
" Ahearing on the proposed amendment was held

before the Frederick County Planning Commission

and at that time the Staff submitted its recommen-

. dations providing for a definition for ‘truck stopand -~

o filling station service facilities’ and 'motor freight

S " terminals’ and recommended that the former be . s .
.« allowed with site plan approval in the Highway .- -~

: Service and General Industrial Districts and the
< latter as a perinitted use with site plan approval in

" the Limited and General Industrial Districta. To .~ . -
. further clarify the matter, it was recommended that - -~ .=
- the definition of automobile filling and service ~ : .

* station, as it existed in the Ordinance, be amended

' to clarify that that use does not include ‘truck stops :

and £ ng atahon aemce [acxbmea. (Emphasu '
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case before us. Lthe issue was an evidentiary one and not a
legal one,

The Commissioners' application of the 1959 change date
was & mistake of law. So long as correction of that mistake
did not necessitaw the taking of additional evidence, it was
within the power of the circuit court to correct the mistake
and decide the case. Clearly, the court has the power to
reverse an administrative action that is arbitrary, capri-
cious, illegal or unconstitutional. Ansapolis v. Annapolis
Waterfront Co., 284 Md. 383, 395 11979

The courts must defer to the expertise of an administra-
tive agency in the resolution of disputed questions of fact,
State Insurance Commissioner v. National Bureau of Casu-
alty Underwriters, 248 Md. 292, 299 (1967); however:

“Mistaken interpretation of law, however arrived
at, are held not to be within the exercise of sound
administrative discretion and the legislative
prerogative, but to be arbitrary and illegal.” Crim-
inal Injuries Compensation Board v. Gould, 273 Md.
486, 521 (1975

See also Hammond v. Love, 187 Md. 138, 143-44 (1346,
Mahoney v. Byers, 187 Md. 81, 85 (1946); Heaps v. Cobb, 185
Md. 372, 385 (1946); Hecht v. Crook, 184 Md. 271, 280
11945).

When a legislative body sits as a zoning board, its actions
are those of an administrative agency and are judged accord-
ingly. 7 R. Rohan, Zoning and Land Use Controls, §51.01(3].
Although the zoning hearing may be governed by laws
actually passed by the same body when it sat as a legisla-
ture, it does not thereby gain any additional authority; it
still acts as an administrative agency whose authority is
limited by statute and case law. CF. Zellinger v. CRC Dev.,
Corp., 281 Md. 614 (1977}

The use of the 1959 date for establishing change was
clearly based upon an erroneous conception of law and
therefore was reviewable by the circuit court and by this

Court.
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Itis clear from the foregomg that the Comm:ssmners. in

enacting the 1977 Comprehensive Rezoning OUrdinance, did -

not intend to include the truck stop use in the automobile
filling and service station use. If this were not correct, then
there would have been no need to contain in the foregoing

preamble that the ordinance "be amended to clarify that that

use (automobile filling and service station) does not :nclude
truck stops and filling station service facilities.”

We have stated in Swarthmom Co v. Comptroller 38 Md

App. 366, 373 (1977x

“While subsequent leglslatwe mterpretatlon of a
- prior statute i not binding or controlling on the

Court, Crunkleton v. Barkdoll, 227 Md. 364, 369,

177 A.2d 252, 255 (1962) a subsequent ‘statute .
purporting to declare the intent of an earlier one
might be of great weight in assisting a court when
in doubt.” United States v. Stafoff, 260 U.S. 477,
480, 43 S. Ct.. 197,199, 67 L. Ed. 358, 361 (1923).”

This action ol' the Commlsaloners clearly superseded that

of the Zoning Administrator and the Board of Appeals since
- the passage of that ordinance by the Commissioners not only

provided for the first time both a definition of "truck stop™

- and the ioning classifications in which it would be

permitted, but it explicitly pointed out that the heretofore

"automobile filling and service station classification ... does -
' not include truck stops and ﬁllmg station service facllmes

Based on the foregoing we hold that the contention that

- the truck stop use had been permitted on this property since

1971 when it was rezoned from the agricultural to the com-

- munity business classification fails.

- . There is no predicate, therefore, upon. whxch appellant can
~ base its rather exhaustive legal argument.

'In the same vein, appellant suggests that because the

- 1972 Frederick County comprehensive land use plan
proposed a highway service designation of the site, the Com-
- missioners could rezone it H.S. ten years later without
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Evidence of Ch. SRR

To obtain reclassification, appellz oG

“that there was a substantial chang
neighborkood where the property is |
a mistake in the existing zoning ¢
Code, art. 66B, §4.05(a) (1978 repl.

There was an expresa finding by
the G.C. zoning of the property in 1 J§
The only issue, then, for the circuit «
this Court to review is whether

changes in the neighborhood to re _. S
property from the G.C. to the H.S. « [N

Based on our review of the evide:
County Cu.nmissioners — includin
building, available sewage facilities
mercial zoning since 1971 — we aft Ji
trial court that “there is nothing to [§
that there has been such a change &

neighborhood that it requires the re . ;

Appellant argues that it is unfair t
presented insufficient evidence of ch: §
when all oarticipants at the hearir &8
County Commissioners believed the K
1859. Appellant, however, had the i |

nity to present evidence of all pert: § -

1959 ard 1982. Even though the per
constricted, appellant nonetheless

present evidence of change from 1¢E
hearing.

I

Given that there was insufficient e\ [N

the 1977 comprehensive rezoning. ap; (R
1982 reclassification of its site into (KB

category was nonetheless a valid «
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appreciate the distinction beto;ee
JMC Constr. Corp. v. Montgomery
{1983) we said:

"It is impoﬁant oo to

‘planning’ and ‘zoning.' The
functions are different. As Jud
for the Court in Chapman v. .
259 Md. 641, 643 (1970)

‘A "Master Plan” is not t .

substitute for a compreh
rezoning map, nor may it be §
legal sigmificance....
recommended or propooed

may well become mcorpor .

hensive zoning map ... but ¥

until it is officially adopted
such by the District Counci!

of the.19'l'7 ordinance, the circu

"...as a result of certain te: S
ordinance there were refinen i
classification and the need to pi NS

- in designated zones, and from
- evidence and the reasons prese
. @ conscious determination to

would have been appropriate f 5l

vice classification, and we hav

~ - the designation of other propert
- and not even by way of example
this property would be include S

_ Here the court is oaymg that in !

" made a thoughtful and deliberate

. reportsto designate those areas whe §
~ could be impused, but the subject §

those chosen for that classification.

Regardiess of *.e plan's desigr

having to show a change in the neighborhood. This fails to

comprehensive zoning determi.es t




i foregomg that the Commlssmners in -
B nprehensive Rezoning Ordinance, did
RN the truck stop use in the automobile
i ion use. If this were not correct, then

. 199, 67 L. Ed. 358, 361 (192317

g e both a definition of “truck stop”

88llitly pointed out that the heretofore :

BB herefore, upon which appellant can
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' In
appreciate the d:stmctlon between p]anmng and zoning.
JII:}!}C Constr. Corp. v. Montgomery County, 54 Md App 1, 7

~ (1983) we sald _ _

"It is important ... to distinguish between

‘ " : ‘planning’ and "zoning.’ The planning and zoning
fronce be amended to clarify that that. functions are different. As Judge Finan pointed out

and service station) does not include - - " for the Court in Chapman v. Montgomery County. :
R station service facilities.” SRR . 959 Md. 641, 643 (1970): - _
o thmore Co. v. Comptroller, 38Md. - -3}~ .

©
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B 1o need to contain in the foregoing

‘A *Master Plan” is not to be confused as a
SRR NS : ~ substitute for a comprehensive zoning or
@ 1t legislative interpretationofa = 3 ' . rezoning map, nor may it be equated with it in
4t binding or controlling on the - - J%0 . legal  significance.,..- The zoning as
g v. Barkdoll, 227 Md. 364, 369, 3 ‘ * vecommended or proposed in the Master Plan
W5 (1962) a subsequent ‘statute ' may well become incorporated in a compre-
are the intent of an earlier one -] : hensive zoning map . . but this will not be so

L i eight in assisting a court when _ # o until it is officially adopted and demgnated as

g S1ates v. Stafofl, 260 U.S. 477, - " such by the District Councxl '
| Of the 1977 ardinance, the circuit court observed that

* ..as a result of certain textual changes in the
ordinance there were refinements of the zoning
classification and the need to place these on the map
in designated zones, and from the staff reports in |
evidence and the reasons presented there were (sic)

. a conscious determination to find the sites that
would have been appropriate for this highway ser-

R : ' o . - vice classification, and we have a record in 1977 of

g we hold that the contention that ' o the designation of other propertles for that purpose,’

nmlsswners c]ear]y superseded that
rator and the Board of Appeals since
:ance by the Commissioners not only

ifications in which it would be

-ervice station classification . . . does
-nd filling station service facilities.”

o ‘el permitted on this propertysince - . §1 = . gnoteven by way of example ix it suggested that

om ¢ icaltural t the com- . - - this property would be included in that.”
zation fails. o :
Here the court is saying that in 1977 the Commissioners

made a thoughtful and deliberate effort based on planning
reports to designate those areas where the H.S. classification
could be imposed, but the subject property was not one of
those chosen for that classification.

M ve legal argument.
pel]ant suggests that because the
- - comprehensive land use plan
& ce designation of the site, the Com-
it LS. ten years later without
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SUBJEC'I‘.---.CP"“’.Y Councnl Resolutlo-n '66-83 Cmcorp Fmoncml Inc. .-

‘, Aﬂoched herewnth isa oopy of Resoluhon No. 66-83 possed by the :
Counh/ COUDCII on August 1, 1983, opprowng the Plonmng Boord' _
cerhf‘oohon thot the zonmg recloss:f'cohon pehhon filed on beholf oF
.:":'_Cmcorp Fmonclol, Inc. should be exempfed from the regular cyc!uool
_ The Boord hos set Wednescloy, November 2, 1983 ossde for the
‘heormg of thls cnse, ot ]0 a.m. Therefore, pleose orronge for the
'“'".'odverhsmg ond post:ng of the properfy L et |

ST

: _ ' Regardless of the plan’s designation of the site, the .
in the neighborhood. This fails to =~ | s comprehenswe zonmg determines the uses to which lt canbe

~ put, and neceesttatea a showing of change befors it canbe | ;? PAUL B. TAYLOR v. PATRICL
" reclassified. The circuit court properly foun J insufficient evi- SR - VICTOR H. LAWS, Persona
i_dence of change to warrant the rezonmg o N ' , - of the Estate of J. Willi:

) [No. 1752, Septembe_r Te
- Decided October 8,

: Juooneme;- ArPEAL — In Reviewing The
. Or Set Asids A Judgment, The Appellate Co.
g TT:e Tnd Court Abuned Its D.-acreuon o

: Judgment aﬂ' rmed.
~ Costs to be paid by appellent.

: Am;u. —_ Jumsmcnox - An Apped b
Further Proceedings In The Trial Court —

The Proceeding; And May Make Such Ord:
" Protect And Preserve The Subject Matter Of

representing the subject matter of the suit ¢
the appeal waa pending, the Court held that

to amend the Judgment l‘rorn whu:h the nppt

RJB

Appeal from the Clrcult Court
{CaTHELL, J.).
~ Paul B. Taylor ﬁled a motlon to
summary judgment requiring him
certain funds held by him and to
appellees. The motion was denied wi

i _ the motion. While the appeal was pe

court. On remand, after & hearing

- Taylor appeals.
Judgments affi rmed. Costa to be }

Al
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RESOLUTION NO,_ 66-83

 Ma, ___Barbara ﬁ. achur " Clmdtlluroman
.. By Requeet of County Executive

A_ RESOLUTION to approve the Planning Board'e certiflcetton thet the zoni.ng reelue-”_._ R

lficatlon petitnon Illed on beha.li o[ Clticorp Ftnancn.al I.nc. . omeririor lgi §4 e
acre percel of land located on Croee Ca.rhnpue Drwe, uhouid be exempted Irom tne
' regular cyclxcal. procedure of §Z 58 l(c) through (h). inelueive, of the Beltimore
| __County Code, 1978 1982 Cumulatwe Supplement, ae lmended
_ tVHEREAS the Planning Board by reeolution deted July 21 1983 lue eertmed
. tlut eerly action on the Petntxon for Zonlng Reelaeuncatlon ﬁled on behal.t' o!
ctticorp Flnancial, Inc. ’ owner, requeetmg a reeheeification of the e.bove-
'delcnbed property would be in the pubhe Lntereet' and | R |
WHEREAS the County Council of Baltimore County, in lccordance thh I:he
. provilione of §Z 58 l(l) me.y epprove eud certiﬁcatlon end exempt the Petitton iorE
Zonlng Recleeetilcatmn t’rom the regular, cycle proeeduree of SZ 58 l. _
' NOW THEREFORE BE I‘I‘ RESOLVED by the County Counctl oi Beltlmore . |
" "C_ounty, Maryland, tha.t the certincat:on by the Planning Board tlut early lction .on
:j:ttxe.Zonlng i!echuit’ieation Petitlon f:.led on behalf of Cntlcorp F manc;al,r lnc.
be.end the eame te hereby epproved- end

BE IT_FUR'IHER RESOLVED. thet the Board of Appe lhIll lchedule l publlc

: heering on said Petlhon_ in eccordance wlth 52-58. 14i) of tbe Baltimore County Code'"

”?f"sss CARDONINVVTOWNOFNEWMARKET R TAYIDRV BEN

- Reference To Matters Not Relating To The §.
Appeal Whare the trial court ordered the ap:

subject matter of, or affect the proceedings, a §§
Lo protect the subject matter of the appes!, ev-§

appealed. The Court reversed and re: }
ordered Taylor to turn over the fu )

denied Taylor's motion to mod:fy or §

The cause was argued before Wea
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' County Board of Appeals LA
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n.ge______'__ gct_ober 25, 1933
Norman E. erber. Director'e : :
Office of Planning and Zoning
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o T Zoning Reclassification Petition .
UBJECT No, R-84-120 Citicor_p Financial. Inc.

S/S of Cross Campus Drfve.‘lB?' w of York Road

!f’ ‘“%*
st . Y

~ This 6,94-acre parcel of land, a portion of which has been used for -
parking for many years, is part of & 12.643-acre property owned by Citicorp
Financial, Inc. The present owner took title to the office building located
on the front portion of the property, as well as use of related parking to
the rear, in 1977; the building formerly housed offices for the Exxon
Corperation., . This ocffice building, a convalescent home, a medical office

. buflding, a building housing a restaurant and offices, a parking lot, St.
-Jogeph's Hospital, and garden apartments abut the subject tract, The
- petitioner is requesting a change from D.R., 16 to 0-1 zoning, proposing :
- that the entire 12.643-acre prciperty be developed as the regional headquarters

for its Mid-Atlantic Division.

Prior to the adoption of the 1980 Comprehensive Zoning Map, the property

‘was zoned D.R. 16. During the preparation and processing of this map, the

zoning of the entire property was identified aas a specific issue (part of
‘Item No. 4~41) before both the Planning Board and the County Council. The .
Planning Board recommended (-1 zoning here; however, the County Council
adopted a combinal:ion of 0-1 and D.R. 16 zoning, :

On June 24, 1983, the petitioner requested exemption from the regular
cyclical prooedures set forth in the Baltimore County Code. On July 21, 1983,
the Planning Board recommended that this request for exemption be granted. _

On August 1, 1983. by Resolution No. 66—83. the County Council agreed

At the time of the prepatation and processing of the 1980 Comprehensive .

"Zoning Map, the need for student housing in proximity to the Towson State

Univereity was an on-golng major concern. After the adoption of the map,
however, 4 high-rise structures for student housing were constructed on a
privately owned parcel of land, approximately 3 acres in size, just to the
northwest of the subject site. These units have the capacity to house more
than 1,600 students. Although the zoning of this tract, D.R. 16, would

" permit only 49 dwelling unite if developed for private ownership, the site
was donated to the State and leased back to the private sector for development.
- By this mechanism, the zoning restrictions were no longer binding. It 1is

this office's cpinion that the student housing facilities constructed here :

adequately meet the needs, and, thus, are no longer a major concern,
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SUBJECT..--cw"D' Co\.ncrl Resolutnon '66-83 Cmcorp Fmoncnol _ I.nc.r.. o
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o Attoched herewnth is oopy of Resoluhon No. 66-83 pcmed by the
-COUﬂfy Councd on August ! 1983 opprovmg the Plonnmg Board's
oerhf'oohon that the zonmg reclussnf'cohon pehhon f’led on behnlf of
" Cmcorp Fumncml, lne. should be axemated from the regulor cycllcal |

The Boord hos set Wednes. November 2 1933 o8 de for the

.:.:'h°°""'9 Of"’"' m,ef We.m,) ThereTors, ptecse rronge for the B

advamsma and P‘""“g of the ‘"mﬁy

cc J G. -Hoswellv-.

: A RESOLUTION to lpprove the Planning Boerd'e eertiﬂcatlon thet the zontng reelne- _. -

Uallln T. Hackett, Chalrman-Count Boa
October 25, 1948) ' y Fd of Appesls
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It should also be noted that the proposed expeneion by Citico
:nc. would be expected to creata 950 to 1,150 additional jzbo st :;f.rf:::::::'
8 noted by the Director of the Baltimors County Economic Development Co-ni-eion
“The obvious benefits ar 1'a Job creation and expansion of tle tax base.” NKew )
i:be ;reeted would be "wichia occupationsl categories to which both cur educa-
N onal fnstitutions and public Job retraining programa are targeted., Additional
enefit f{s gatned by the County from tha prestige of hosting the regional head~
quarters of a nationally tecognized firm such as Citicorp Fiaancial, Inc
tecognition, enhanced by the support of local government in eceonnoaatin; busi-
ness neels, ia a Recessary ingredient in a successful Program of externall
marketing Baltimore County for ecoromic growth and developnent. 7

It is therefore recommended thet the petitioner'

be granted. 8 request for 0-1 zoning

Norman E Cerber
Director of Planning and Zoning

NEG:rls

¢c: John W. Hessian, III
People's Counsel

Richard A. Reid, Esquire

John G. Hoswell

: coom'r councn. or nAerou: couu-rr. mrwn
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RESOLU TION NO. 66-83

Ma, neroerg ﬁeghg"g » Cowde lwoman
By Request of County Executive
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‘ tfication petmon Inled on behnlf of Citicorp Fmencul lnc. . owner, for a 6 94
“acre parcel ot lend loeeted on Crou Clmpul Drive. ehouid be exempted !rom the
- reguhr cychcal procednre of SZ 58 l(c) through (h). lnclueive, of the Beltimore |
) ) County Code. 1978 1982 Cumulatwe Supplement as amended _
| | WHEREAS the Planning Boerd by reeolution dated Jnly 21 1983 hl.l certiﬂed
s : thet eerly eetion on the Petitlon Ior ZOmng Reclaumention ﬁled on behali o!
.I_'Cltlcorp Flnenelal. Ine. ’ owner. reqneetxng a reehulﬁeetion of the ebove-
: deecribed property would be in the publle intereet- end
WHEREAS. the County Conncxl oi Baltxmore Cou.nty, ln accordance with th-ﬁl
provietone of 52 58 l(i) mny approve uid certnﬁcetion end ezempt the Petltuon for S
zonlng Reeheuﬁcetion from the regular. cyele procedurel o! 52 58. l. _ |
E NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by tbe County Counci.l of Ba.ltlmore
' County, Maryland that the certiﬁcetnon hy the Plenntng Board tlut eerly ectxon on’
the Zomng Recheeii’ieetion Petitlon Iiled on behalf of Cttleorp Fi anCﬂl- lnc.
'.be and the ume il hereby epproved- end L | o
- 'BE rr mnmen .RESOLVED tha.t the Board ot Appenle ehell echedule a publlc -

' heering on n:d Petition in aeeordence wlth 52-53 l[i) ot the Blltlﬂlﬂl’ﬂ County Code.
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() B TAANT OF TAFFIC ENGIEERING " " | | " M . ot Tteas D o . - TR i
\3F Y7/ TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 | | | . DALTTMORE COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTA - ” BN 4 Peee2 - - : | 160 2aiEs0
S - . . . _ e B ) _ . ) .
S 494-353C : Zoning Commissioner - o _ - L R i“‘zmul .
(0ffice of Planning and Zoning | _ <. .- " () Any existing underground storage tanks conteining gasoline, waste oil, 0f£ 10 ..:'nn...,?‘.:.‘.‘f'mz“"" Commiasiooer

August 22, 1983

STEPHEN E. COLLINS ' '
DIRECTOR ‘ - County 0ffice Build.}ng ' : _ _ o sclvenis, etc., must have the contents removed by a licensed hauler and S sty Office Dailding

Dear Wr, Hgmmond

Zoning Ttem # _.lg_' Zoning Advisory Committee Mseting of ?U-"J! ! 94, 1?33 . : Soil percolation tests have been oconducted, , | :
; . The resulte are valid until __ i .« ' : ; are ut;ogeﬁ:- #12  tentog divieory tiee Nostine
- _ Revised plans wust be submitted prior to approval of the percolation
5 . testa, T . ) . Property Ownars Citicorp Financial, Inc
q E 7 | _ Lot s . CT988 Campus Dfive [87' W. York Road
: . | . Prior %o occupancy spproval, the potability of the water supply must be ' Proposed Zmingr Reclassification for offices to house the Regional Head-
Water Supply Pub [Cc Sewage Disposal {)d hlie. . : yerified by collection of bacteriological and chemical water samples. . quarters for Citicorp Financial, Inc.'s Mid-Atlantic Division
N . N . . In e S .
Ttem No. 12 ~ZAC- Meeting of July 12, 1983 N CCMMENTS ARE AS FOLLOWS: _ _ | ‘ wel? ;zﬁgn::s:ith ection 13-117 of the Baltimore County Code, the water _ m“’ Ségh
Property Owner: Citicorp Financial, Inc. . - : ' shalli be valid until - ' | | mhd’
Location: S/S Cross Campus Drive 487' W. York Road ( ) Prior to approval of a Building Permit for construction, renovation and/or . - | 18 nol acceptable and TSt s Tetosted —This - lished . e iteas o below are applicahles
Existing Zoning:D.R. 16 ;, installation of equipment for any existing or proposed food service facility, N | | pr. .» to conveyance of erty or approval £ Datlas acgommputﬂ XA ol riruoturs Shall ooufara 4o the Baltiscre ouosy Rullding Code 1581/
Proposed Zoning:Reclassification for offices to house the Regional : B conplete plans and specifications must be submitted to the Plans Review S - Ap;ﬁcations ey PTOD pproval o ng Pe : BL11 82 Brate of Necylend oerrmeny S0 ding orrfirs
. - : - : . md other applicable Codes.

Headquarters for Citicorp Financial, Inc.'a ' : Section, Environmental Support Services, for final review and spproval. _ _ -
Mld-Rtlantic Plvision. . Prior to new inatallation/s of fuel burning equipment, the owner sibould | | _ ::.te::ﬁa and pm a;-eaa should be surfaced with a dustless, bonding , A md M Mitoolimeona peraite shall be sequired befors begioming
contact the Division of Air Pollution Control, L494-3775, to obtain require- : ° : _ _ ' ' :
Acres: ' ' , ‘ | :e;::migrt:uggn::;ﬁi1?:'ci:ugn{;;ab;fgi‘:izgr]:szfin;;1lut:lon Control is required o | No health haza.rda_. are anticipated. . Commeroial
| Eonim npy nrm e e e Wl 00 owen_frine I ograt oF o Quildivg Porwit  f L R TR
Au exterior wall erected within 6'0 of an adfacent lot 1line shall be of cne hour

into the atmoephere. i . . - _ : .
A permit to comstruct from the Divisir of AT Pollutlon Gontrol is Teguired S a_lf }’J'L gealogical Study _eu { an Cnvimamentat, : Firevall 1 recateed L soartmcr e og® Dereitied Tiom, ‘Soa Terle 101 1rms 2+

har : /

‘ for any charbroiler operation which ha. a total cooking surface area of five ' : . Section 107 and Table 1402,

i} The existing D.R.16 zoning can be expected to generate ' (5) square feet or more. . o ?ﬁéch‘ kffdl’LT zm4;r be vzs.i:-u;rp/f . ;
_ _ . . . Baquested varience couflicts with the Baltimre County Building Cods,

830 trips per day and the proposed 01 zoning can be expected to generate _ _ _ . . aqvasted
approximately 1660 trips per day. ‘ ' Prior to approval of a Building Permit Application for renovations to exist- . - ' .
' " 1ing or construction of new health care facilities, complete plans and , ' A *"j:t‘i: ocopeacy shall be mum .:r for, along vith sn alterstion permit
specifications of the building, food service area and type of equipment to : w'“u_“ it m‘h’“ Tequired sets of dravings indicating bow the structure
be used for the food service operation must be submitted to the Plans Review : & professiomal seel T iremeute for the propoved change. Drewings mey require

 and Approval Section, Division of Engineering and Maintenance, State Department . Bafore thia offy
of Health and Mental Hygiene for review and approval. - : ’ the sarvices of :. n::-tmmm.:m mm'm’hm h::'tg ?«'ﬁi.““
. : driu.mt,mmtmrum&smmdwmmumwm

; -:3 ,{,&éf,_‘//f "”B.—é < Prior to any new construction or substantial alteration of public swimming - ' comply ?ﬂ:igﬂu?ﬁ/m Tequirements of Table 505 and the required copstruction
. N clasasf . .

2
Michael S. Flarigan J : pool, wading pool, bathhouse, saunas, whirlpools, hot tubse, water and sewerage ‘
Traffic Engineer Assoc. II facilities or other appurtenances pertaining to health and safety; two (2) ' : : : c N
' copies of plans and specifications must be submitted to the Baltimore County y _ *
MSF/cenm A Depariment of Heelth for review and approval. For more complete information,
. contact the Recreational Eygiene Section, Division of Environmental Support

Services. :

Mr. William Hammond ' o Property Owner: . 'CH-(‘ ((‘R‘P | f“annu‘ALr IM,J

Zoning Commissioner . _ o o - .
County Office Building h Location: J /5 Cl"ﬁ AR Y Ct-", c1pu s Dl"f Je District
7 '

" Towsan, Maryland 21204

C. Residential: Three ests of sonstruction drawings sre required to file a permit
spplication, Architect/Engineer seal 13/1s not required,

Dear Mr. Hammond:

- FO'2: These coments reflect cnly om the informaticn provided by the drmrings
("‘ wmubmitted to the office of Plmming and Zoming snd are not intended to

Prior to epproval for a nursery school, owner or applicant muet comply with be construsd as the full extent of any permit
If desired,additional information sy be obtained by ¥isiting Room #122

all Baltimore County regulations. For more complete information, contact = |
the Division of Maternal and Child Health. , | Lo s

If lubrication work and oil changes are performed at thie location, the E : (\ G/‘A very e '
method providing for the elimination of waste oil must be in accordance Ta% J N Forrest, D :L s

‘ z . or
with Water Reaéurcea Administration requirements. o : _ BUREAU OF MﬁOMIENTAI SERVICES : Cbarles B, Burcham, Chief

L Plana EBeview
S5 20 1082 (1) SS 20 1080 (2)

. * -

e i e a % . .

CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY
| LA 3 | - CITICORP FINANCIAL, INC. R-84-120

84 M 62 AFPEAL i | -k -
DOCKET 16 PAGE 17 CASE NO. 46 CATEGORY " B SW comer York Rd. and Cross Campus Dr. oth District

ATTORNEYS | - . Reclass. from D, R, 16 to 0-1

PEOPLE'S COUISEL FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY - Phyllis Cole Friedman
: PYeter Max Zimmerman

iE MATTER CATION OF De People’s Counsel . PEQPLE'S OOUNSEL FOR BALTIMORE . -
CorTooRD. CuAL, TC. on #2253, COUNTY | June 24, 1983 Petition filed

CITICORP FINANCIAL, TNC. Room #223, Court House (04)

BALI IMORE COUNTY PUBLK: SCI IOOLS b FOR RECLASSIFICATION mg:n Dég. cggﬂ;; 0=1 | 494-2188 : I Nov. 2. ® Hearing held Lt
ON PROPERTY LOCATED ON s N _ . ov, 2, earing held on petition
- S YORK ROAD & CROSS CAMPUS IRIVE, Richard A, Reid | | . O CIFTOORD IO ACATIN - o
Towson, Maryland — 21204 S 9th DISTRICT Suite 600, 102 V. Pennsylvania iv. [ mmles o o Jan. 15, 1984 Order of the Board ordering that the rezoning of
_ -: Moy ‘ >, . the 6,94+ acre parcel in question be GRANTED

Robert Y. Dubel, Superintendent el

obert Y, Du perintenden | S 0. R-84-120 (04) 523-1800
A ZONING CASE KO. -

Date: July 18, 1982 SR : - | CROSS CAMPUS DRIVE, 9TH DISTRICT = Feb, 15,

O-1 ON PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE
Order for Appeal filed in the Cir. Ct. by Phyllis
_ Friedman, Pecple's Counsel
- - : ZONING CASE NO. R-84-120 B
' R : N L Case No. 16/117/84-M-62 N Feb, 15, Certificate of Notice sent out

Mr. William E. Hammond | | S | r v e w |

Zoning Commissioner R : : * * * * N i i i i
Baltimore County Office Building S = IR - Feb- 21, ?ec;:?taf ’goceedmgs filed in the Clredit .
1111 West Chesapeake Avenue : e COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS OF BALTIMORE COUNTY | | OPINION or Balto, Cty.

Towson, Maryland 21204

J June 22 Board AFFIRMED by Judge Wm. R. Buchanan, Sr.

This is an appeal by the Pecple's Counsel for Baltimpre County ' - 6/26/84 cc: A. Jablon
_ A. January

Z.A.C. Meeting of: July 12, 1983
from a decision of the County Board of Appeals of Baltimpre County concern : A. Januar

Item No: @ 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20
Property Owner:

Location:
Present Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:

(HHENT

0
H

ing the rezoning of property from D.R. 16 to O-1 zomng
ﬁepgrcelofla:ﬂmprimrily\;sedasapaﬁdnglotis located

behind a Present structure that is located on the Sbutmest Corner of

York Road amd Cross Campus Dnvecontammg some 6.9.4t acres. On Jammy 16,

) 1984, the County Board of Appeals ordered the reclassification of the 6.94s

= | -.
the County. ,J5C § -

1) Feb. 15, 1984 - Pltff'a Order for Appeal from the decision of i o _

() B:ard 21" Agpeals of Baltimore County & same day Petition fd. _ _ acres from D.R. 16 to O-1.

As3

A

0

o k2 Feb. 15, 1984 - Certificate of Notice fd. On the 2ist day of June, 1984, counsel for the parties were heard

(3) Feb. 21, 1984 - Transcript of Reoord fd. g 02/15/34 in open Gourt. The transcript of the testimony before the Board of Appeals

District:

No. Acres: : | BN (1) rev. 21, 1984 - Botice of filing of Record fd. having been reviewed along with the exhibits and remoranda filed by counsel

7 _ _ : ' (5) March 12, 1984 - App. of Richard A. Reid as attorney for the Appellee, | for the parties having been considered, the Court cannot find that the
- Dear Mr. Hammond: . : . ) B CITICORP FINANCIAL, INC., & same day Answer to Petition on Appeal fd. . .
‘ ' - _ o - : _ Board was erroneous, arbitrary or capricious in the interpretation and

- v . population. | ' | | | | s |
A_ll of the above have no¢ adverse effect on .s_tud_el_lt popt AR (6) March 13, 1984 — Appellant's Memorandun fd. ' o : : finding of fact and the conclusion frem those facts » 7Or in the application

' - ly Memorandum fd. _ o _ . |
(7) Apr. 12, 1984 ~ Appellee’s Rep - | :  of the law to the f evidence

: : - - : acts it had £
. 3 o - PSS  June 21, 1984 Hon. William R, Bu hanan, Sr. Beaxing had. Opimion held | o o s as before it leqally sufficient to
yery emuly yo N coie. . ] ewwort its declaton. he Court Finda that the fasue prosented i fairly

mZ;L leleod - . (8) June 22, 1984 ~ Opinion & Order of Court that the decit(iion of the County | L . aepapla, | N
- o d : a ‘ A 18 for Baltimore County is AFFIRMED fa, : ) _ : R SR S - o : 2 . s :

- Wa. Nick Petrovich, Assistant Board of Appeals . : R : ' : . Therefore, it is this A day of 1984

'~ Department of Planning - : e , T . - . 5 : : o _ 3 v 4709,
S _ ’ue< C_OFV., > B o T TR | ORDERED that Vthe decision t)_f'tlfg County Board of Appeals for Baltimore County

 -1'

R FLMER H- KALE: 2 | AT e is AFFIRED. - .
b e m:mm% ol FILED Jun2213%4
: f“80'€d SZ NI royy A S A IR o . Test %
$IV3day o o | o . B 5 True s R Gk William R, Buchanan, 5t., Julge
'Mﬁf}%‘é@aﬂu""”} . : . KA . _ .

o T
1




o K T B :: : - Clerk's Office - -

: ty
- Baitimora County,. by uuthorlly
! ] P . {the Baltimore County: Charter will |
i 4 pulc g < - . ) hold a publie hearin

Propesed ranm.:_ [+ 2%}
"All that parcel of  land In' the
Ninth Distriot of Baitimore County |

Beginning for the same at u point |

. SN of curvsture of 5 fillet connecting}. -
e : said aouth alde . of Croms Campus §
RO S Drive =itk the west side of York[ -
T - - | Road, sald point being also laonted
on the second line of & pare of} -
: 11 a ~ AeisloY a -0 ~ R B . o 7 1 iand described in a deed dated May |
80 foiko 86 PR R 28, 1977 from- " W.: Allen Hatrison, §
e S e { Etal, - Trustess ‘oI the- Exxon UBAT.
/ Foundation - to ~ Citicorp Financial |

§ the land records of Baitimore Coum-~ |

ty in Liber E.H K, Jr. 8700 folio§

e thord ¢ | ST 887, said point  beiny 11350 foet ]
prees 44 min : o o C Irom the beginning of said Ind Line, &

] thenes runsing:snd binding on a 3

of tha third line and on the scuth

1side of Cross Oampus Drive: {1
| mortls TY dexress 44 minutes 30 ssoe
onds wes T7.00 foei, (2) morthwest
arly by & ourve to the tfight with

(1 the " radivn of 1,299.99  feet, the

‘ S Jlength of 3M.81 feet, the chord of
n e T SR R R » 4 said eurve being morth 71 degrees
50 ceg Of minuies 438 R - 114 miputes 20 meconds: west 394.1

S e B 1 Peoy le'sCounse of - A Lo R

the seventh line of & pareel of lan
A e T D . -] duseribed In w dedd dnted Dwoawm- |
B T I S S * A ber 1,° 19T from: Groater Towson
» . T R S ER necuy. ing: b0 Exxctr ‘Corporetion
- . i and-recorded amony the land rec

| Urdt of Baltimors County ig Liber
DT EHKL Jr 6593 fullo M3, themee [
: blndinn on- sald seventh ime and |

il

day of ...

TOWSON, MD, _------..---.Oft-obsr..lj---. 19,83

THIS IS 'ro csnm that the annexed adverusement was

- published in 'I‘HE JEFT‘ERSONIAN 2 weekly newspaper printed_ _

. and pubhshed in Towsun, Baltimore County, Md.. pm

‘:of -_ﬁm nn mmbefore the_ ..-254

appearing on the ,-L‘th._-.....-- day of -----_---Octohc:-._;_

19.-.81

i

e a0 ©' . Zoning File No. R-84-12
DU PR CASE:'i- 16/N1Z/pA 62

RECEIVED FROM THE COUNTY BOARDOFAPPEALS_-;; B TR
CERTIFIED DOCUMENTS, EXHIBITS, AND BOARD'S - K
ANSWER FILED IN THE ABOVE ENTITLED CASE, L e )
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| CERTIFICATE OF POSTING
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PEOPLE'S COUNSEL FOR BALTIMORE
QoUNTY

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION
OF CITICORP FINANCIAL, INC. FOR
RECLASSIFICATION FROM D.R. 16 TO
O~1 ON PRCPERTY LOCATED ON THE
SOUTHWEST CORNER YORK RCAD AND
'CROSS CAMPUS DRIVE, 9TH DISTRICT

ZONING CASE NO. R-84-120
—_— .

Case No. 16/117/84-M-62

OPIN I.O.N

This is an appeal by the People's Cowunsel for Baltimore County
from a decision of the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County concern-
ing the rezoning of property from D.R. 16 to O-1 zoning.

The parcel of land now primarily used as a parking lot is located
behind a present structure that is located on the Soutlwest Corner of
York Road and Cross Campus Drive containing some 6.94+ acres. On January 16,
1984, the County Board of Appeals ordered the reclassification of the 6.94%
acres from D.R, 16 to O-1.

On the 21st day of June, 1984, counsel for the parties were heard
in open Court. The transcript of the testimony before the Board of Appeals
having been reviewed along with the exhibits and memoranda filed by counsel
for the parties having been considered, the Court cannot find that the
Board was erroneous, arbitrary or capricious in the interpretation and
finding of fact and the conclusion from those facts, nor in the application
of the law to the facts, as it had before it evidence legally sufficient to
support its d‘ccision. The Court finds that the issue presented is fairly
debatable.

Therefore, it is this 5{5144é1 day of S , 1084,
ORDERED that the decisicu. »f the County Board of Appeals for Baltimore County
is AFFIRMED,

FILED

JUN 221984 /

William R. Buchanan, 5r., Jwdge

True CopYy Testy =

ELMTR H. KAHLINE, JR. Clerl
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June 1, 1983

Charles H. Slike, President
Towson Manor Assoclates

"~ 7901 York Road

Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: citicdrp Financial, Inc.

Dear Mr. Slike:

) ubmitted in
Enclosed is a copy of the memorandum which I &
support of Citicorp's request to the planning Staff of Baltimore

the rear of 1ts property rezoned from D.R.-16 to
gf?ngi tgeh;;: to be adopted by the Baltimore County Council 12
the fall of 1984, Because of the urgency of the need to :ﬁpinié
Citicorp may not be able to wait that long for assurancei a
will be able to accommodate its expansion plans to the s t:e‘.i c
2Accordingly, it will probably file a petition with the Boar z
Appeals for a change of zoning from D.R.~16 to 0-1 and regzeit
approval of the Planning Board and County Council to perm :
to be considered out of the normal cycle.

. ! T ire, please
£ there is any additional {nformation you requ .
call é. Keith McLengon, Assistant Corporate Counsel for CiticorP

at 337-2700, or myself.
o Very truly yours,

Richard A. Reid |

. r eg .-
Enclosure -

be: Malcolm L. Jacobson, Vice President
C. Keith McLendon, Assistant Corporate Counsel
William Fred Walker, IV, President L
Mr. Mark Beck

CcOPprY
ROYSTON, MUELLER, McLLEAN & REID
SUITE 600
102 WEST PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204-4575
{301) 823-1800

February 21, 1984

David L. Kreek, President

The Greater Towson Council of
Community Assoc.

231 Linden Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: Petition for Rezoning by
Citicorp Financial, Inc.
Case No. R~84~120 (Item 12)

Dear M., Kreek:

I am the attorney for Citicorp in the above-entitled case,
I have obtained copiea of your letters of February 13, 1984 to
People's Counsel and the Board of Appeals on behalf of The Greater
Towson Council of Community Associa*ions. Your allegations of surprise
and lack of notice are astonishing. Tt is indeed unfortunate that you
did not acquaint yourself with the i.2ts prior to writing these letters.
Such an effort on your part would have revealed that your allegations
of surprise and lack of notice were groundless.

Prior to filing any request for rezoning, Citicorp met with
Chairwoman Barbara Bachur, Councilwoman for the district involved,
and requested that she arrange a meeting with representatives of the
associations involved in order that Citicorp might advise them of its
pPlans and obtain their reactions., Ms. Bachur kindly arranged such a
meeting on May 24, 1983. Among those persons present was Carl E.
Bruff, the President of your Association through December, 1983 -
which association had been identified to us as the Greater Towson
Community Association. At that meeting, Citicorp displayed a model
of ita proposed construction and explained the necessity for rezoning.
It aleo advised that while it would file a request for reclassification
by the 1984 Map, it did not feel that it could wait that long and
would, therefore, probably file a Petition for Rezoning with the Board
of Appeals as well. That Citicorp so advised the group was reported
in the TOWSON TIMES account of that meeting in its publication of
June 1, 1983. That article, a copy of which is enclosed, also described
accurately Citicorp's desire to work with the community in achieving
the required change in zoning classification.

Thereafter, Citocorp met with any association which expressed
interest in the rezoning. Specifically, it met with numerous repre-
sentatives of your assoclation at Towson High School on June 16, 1983

June 1, 19B3

Mr. Carl E. Bruff :
Greater Towson Comnunity Assoclation
15 Eillside Avenue .

Towson, Maryland 21204

Ret Citicérp Financial; Inc.

v

Dear Mr. Bruff;

Enclosed is a copy of the memorandum which I submitted in
support of Citicorp's request to the Planning Staff of Baltimore
County to have the rear of its property rezoned from D, .~16 to
0-1 on the map to be adopted by the Baltimore County Council in
the fall of 1984. Because of the urgency of the need to expand,
Citicorp may not be able to wait that long for assurance that it
will be able to accommodate its expansion plans to the site,
Accordingly, it will probably file a petition with the Board of
aAppeals for a change of zoning from D.R.~16 to 0~1 and request
approval of the Planning Board and County Council to permit it
to be considered out of the normal cycle. . -

If there is any additional information you require, please
call C. Keith McLendon, Assistant Corporate Counsel for Ci;icorp

at 337-2700, or myself.
Very truly yours,

Richard A._Reid '

RAR/keg _

Enclosure - . : :

be: Malcolm L. Jacobson, Vice President
C. Feith McLendon, Assistant Corporate Counsel
William Fred Walker, IV, President
Mr. Mark Beck . '

-»

-

reguary 21, 1984

where it again displayed the model and explalned its plans. At each
weating, Citicorp advised that it probably would file a Petition ror
Rerzoning az well as a request for a change under the Map, Any poseible
doubt about Citocorp's intentions would have been removed by my letters
of June 1, 1983 to the various associations, including ycur assoclation,
w:i:hdanked to be kept advised coples of which are enclosed. There I
stated: s

*Accordingly, it will probably £ile a petition
with the Board of Appeals for a change of zoning
from D.,R.~i6 to 0-1 and request approval of the
Planning Board and County Council to permit it to
be consicdered out of the normal cycle.”

Furthermore, when Cilticorp did, in fact, file its Petition For
Razoning, I sent copies of the Petition,the Plat, the Memorandum and
all the documents required to be filed to those associations, including
your essoclatior., Coples of those letters of June 24, 1383 are also
enclosed. Accordingly, you and your association not only received
every notice that the law required, but also extensive notice that
the law aid not require. The progress of the Petition was tracked in
the MORNING SUN'S article of July 27, 1983 and August 2, 1983, copiles
of which are enclosed.

Iin addition, your reference to an appeal from the decision of the
toning Commissioner {8 in error. The Zoning Commissioner has no juris-
diction in petitions for reclassification. Under §2-58.1 of the Baltimore
County Code, Petitions for Rezoning Reclassiflication are heard by the
Board of Appeals. You did not receive a notice of an appeal from a
decision of the Zoning Commissioner because there was none,

It seems to me that when a corporation enters a community and does
everything possible to be a good neighbor as indicated above, it descrves
something better than irresponsible allegations totally unrelated
to the facts. I think you owe Citicorp an &pology.

Very truly yours,

Richard A. Reid
RAR/keqg
Enclosures
cc: Keith 8. Franz, AB
Willfiam R. Evans, AB
Patricia E. Phipps, AB
Diana K. Vincent, AB
Joanne Suder, AB
Leroy B. Spurrier, AB
Honorabhle Donald P.” Hutchinson
Honorable Ronald B. Hickernell
Honorable James T. Smith, Jr.
Honorable Norman W. Lauenstein
Honorable John W. O'Rourka
Honorable Clarence Long

Honorable Thomas B. Kernan

Honorable F. Vernon Boozer

Honorable Gary BHuddles

Honorable Barbara F, Bachur
Honorable Eugene W. Gallagher
Honorable bonald K. Hughes _
Honorable Martha Klima -

Norman E. Gerber, Office of Planning
and Zoning
B. Melvin Cole, Administrative
Officer
Thomas Toporovich, Council Secretary}
Hoke Emith, President, TSU

June 1, 1983

Mr. George L. Hes‘ter : .
wiltondale Improvement Asso;iation, Inc.

515 Wilton Road .
Towson, Maryland 21204 .

Res Clticérp Fihaﬁcial, Inc.

Dear Mr. Hester:

closed is a copy of the memorandun which I submitted in
Buppogt of Citicorp'apiequest to the Planning Staff of Baltimore
County to have the rear of its property rezoned from D.R.~-16 to
0-1 on the map to be adopted by the Baltimore County Council in
the fall of 1984. Because of the urgency of the need to expand,
Citicorp may not be able .to wait that long for assurance that it
will be able to accormodate its expansion plans to the gite.
Accordingly, it will probably file a petition with the Board of
Appeals for a change of zoning from D.R.-16 to 0-1 and request
approval of the Planning Board and County Council to permit it
to be considered out of the normal cycle,

1f there is any additional information you require, please
call C. Keith Mclendon, Assistant Corporate Counsel for Citicorp

at 337-2700, oxr myself.
Very truly yours,

‘Richard A. Reid

RAR/. keg
Enclosure

bc: Malcelm L. Jacobson, Vice President
C. Keith Mclendon, Assistant Corporate Counsel

William r'red Walker, IV,:rresident
Mr. Mark Beck S L

“n
[y
A

Phyllis C. Friedman, People's Counsej

|

N
Bl quarters Jocated at York Road
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By Mi hael Ruby :
Officialy for Citicorp Finun-

cial. Inc. hope 10 trple the size

of their Towsen office head-

and Cross Campus Boulevard

¥ _over the next five years. But

fist they want the ohay from
surrounding ncighborhouod
assoctations.

If the communily agrees 1o
support the project. which re-
quires a zoning change. the
complex will grow by 200060
square fect of office space und
increase its workforee from the
present 650 cmployces 10 neaely
1.800.

The $25 nullion project. de-
signed by architect Mark Beck
& Associates, would add a four-
story, 60.000 square fect addi-

5-Year Expansion Would Triple Facili}y'
§ Citicorp Seeks Expansion = .

ity associations in a meeting

~ with Cuuncilwoman Barbara F.

Bachur, :

“To do the fint step means
we can do steps threc and four.™

New Marylund state banking
laws, which gointocflect July 1,
permit the  ~mpany. owner of
the Choice credit card, 1o ex-
pand its services into the mort-
gaze ficld. Plus. the financial
giant hopes to jump iato the in-
terstate banking industry afler
Congress approves pending leg-
slation, .

**Qur ability 10 expand in the
state of Maryland is a function
of how fast Congress pursucs
the creation of interstate bank-
ing.”” said Geescy. “If it hap-
pens quickly., we will need (the
cxlra space) soon.

ey

that takes pride

“‘In communities where you
have a corporate headquarters

in their image -

like Citicorp, there is a _
tremendous positive impact on
that community in general.”

tivn 10 the current building im-
mediately and two three-story
structures directly behind the
Citicorp oTices Later.

Citicorp Financul, tne. (CF1
ollicis recently purchased the
7.5-acre site adjacent to thar
property’s western boundary-
but must change its prosent zon-
ing from D.R.16, which permits
only apartment dwellings, o 01,
which would allow the low ris¢
office buildings.

Before beginning conatruc-
tion on the additional wing,
w hich could be permiilted under
a special exception, CFI Presi-
dent Ron Geescy wanis ocal
civic leaders 1o approve the en-
tire package and not oppose any
upgraded zoning rcquest,

**We need to understand

what we can do to that site.”,
Geescy last week told repre-
sentatives from three commun-

“But we have an immediate
need for 60.000 square feet of
oftice space.” added the Hamp-
ton resident, becanse of the new
state legisktion.

*We have applicd under the
new laws 10 sct up a banking
subsidiary called Citibank
Maryland. Inc. and the com-
ptrofler’s requirements call for
us to maintasin a somewhat sepa-
rate facility.” . :

. To relieve the crumped quar-
ters, he can either move of €x-
pand. But CFl officials want to
stay in Towson. *This location

. satisfics us very much,” said the

company president. “' s a very
nice place to be working.™

Rather than moving. the cur-

rent office building is ‘under-

going a complele reoovation

which will add 25 percent avail-

~ able office space, giving it a total

of 120,000 square fcc.l. “‘Butthat.

-

Ma, Susan Behm T
Wiltondale Improvement Association, Inc.
12 Aintree Road .
Towson, .aryland 21204 .

will only be cnough to last until
late 1984, said Geesey.
Construction must begin now
if CF1is 10 mect its future office
nceds, he says. However, the
additionisl wing will not be built
unless the zoning change per-
mitling the two other structurcs
is obtained. ) -
*The dilemma that Citicorp

faces is whether to commit the

money 10 build the addition be-
fore there is any assurance of
getting the 01 zening for the
whole plot.” siuid Richard A.
Reid, the attomey representing
the company. -

According to the CFI lawycr
the aliernatives available for re-
ceiving the property upgrading
include placing the request as
an issue during the County
Council's comprehensive map
review process which has
already begun but will not be
completed untit October 1984,

Citicorp has filed the neces-
sary papers with the County’s
Office of Planning and Zoning
for inclusiun in the once-cvery-
four-ycars comprechensive
study. Yet the public procedure
may not be fast enough to satis-
fy the company s spuce require-
ments,

*“We would like to have the
timing work out with the up-
coming map review but the
urpency may be such thul we
are forced to go to the Bourd of
Appcals (secking an carlier
judgement),” said Reid.

A reclassification may be
sought. through the board but
any time advantage could be
lost if the sunounding commun-

« ity asseciations fought the prop-

osal and appealed @ ruling in
Citicorp’s favur to the Circuit”
Court.

So the CF1 ofTiciabs are pre-
seating their plans to the vanous
ncighbothouds in hopes of gain-
ing their approval. . -

“1f we can get the zoning
from the Board {of Appcals)
without an appeal, that would
be the best of all possible
worlds,” suid Rexd. v

The attomey pointed out that
the properly ptcv.im.:slx had
DCen ralcy §O0 INC JOMH e L.
struction but while the zoning,
has stayed the samc, the types
of construction allowed under
the classification was rccmlly‘
revised. . EE

*The zoning did not change
but the zoning rules did.™ said
Reid, making his case to the.

“communitly represeatatives.

*All this could have becn done

by a special exceplion frquest v of &recion meetings,

June 1, 1983

Res Clticérp Financial, Inc.

Dear Ms. Behm: - .

up to 1980 under the D.R.16

zoning.™
That argumcnt probably
would be viewed favorubly by

anyonc ashed to prant the up- B8

grading but CFI officiul hope
the Yocad residents will suppont

arca,

wants to be a good ncighbor.™
said Reid, " The kst thing they
want o do is move into a cum-
munity and catine trouble.™

| S

the project for its henefits 1o the S

Kl

- .

e v o FAWATERR TS T
- e

A courporation likc this SIS

Architect Mark Beck empha’ S oo .

sized the partnership created
between a corpuration and a
community. **la communitics
where you have a corporate
headquarters that takes pride in

theirimage like Citicorp. thereis i

a tremendous positive impaci
on that cemmunity in gencral,”
he said.

.

s more thanjustjobvand a §
goodlooking building. There iva B
common inicrest shared by ihe %

two,™ .
Kecping the Facility attraclive
is a high priority for CFl,
according 1o Scnior Vice Presi-
dent Joscph Day, ~We will be
coordinating the extenions of all

the buildings and designing the § i

multi-level parking o be below
the building line,” he said.
“Trees and lundscaping will
be planted along side Cross
Campus Boulevard to heep 0
green.™ .

The main concern expressed

by the local fcaders at last
week's meeting was the impact
on local roadways by the in-
crzased uuflic from the Larger

number of office workers. Citi- RIS
corp officials suid that escpnow S

they iry to minimize any con-
pestion by stapgering em-
ployces” quitling times hatf-an-
howur,

Depariment of Traffic of En-
rincering also will be reviewing

- A member of the County’s

the matter and reporting back 1o [

Councitwoman Bachur.

The Fourth District Councit
mcmber, while withholding her
final judgement on the office ex-

pansion, prained its econcmic B

¢ i

hcn.cﬁ!s to Towson. >l scé the
project as being very favorable
1o 1he arca from a business pers-
pective,”™ she said.

1 can sce the project peat - ;
Year (during the map revicw EEEEES

process) in a favorable way,™
represcntatives from the

three community asvsaciations

*Tected resened commént on

U I"l.ll'\ltl“n l}wr cu‘hd 4 - : s
the mro...mmcmmm’r? S

»
L

Enclosed is a copy of the memorandum which I submitted in
support of Citicorp's request to the Planning Staff of Baltimore
County to have the rear of its property rezoned from D.R.-16 to
0-1 on the map to ba adopted by the Baltimore County Council in

the fall of 1984.

Because of the urgency of the need to expand,

Citicorp may not be able to wait that long for assurance that it
will be able to accommodate its expansicn plans to the site.
Accordingly, it will probably file a petition with the Board of
Appeals for a change of zoning from D.R.~16 to 0-1 and requesac
approval of the Planning Board and County Council to permit it
to be considered out of the normal cycle.

If there is any additiobal information you require, please
call C. Keith Mclendon, Assistant Corporate Counsel for Citicorp

at 337-2700,

RAR/keg

Enclosure

or myself. .

Very truly yours,

Richard A. Reid

bec: Malcolm L. Jacobson, Vice President

: C. Keith McLendon, Assistant Corporate Counsel
William Fred Walker, IV, President
Mr. Mark Beck
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June 24, 1983
Very truiy yours,

port thereof with addendum summarizin
Richard A. Reld
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County Council backs Citicorp rezoning request

By Richard H. P. Sia

Baltimare County Bureay of The Sun

A bid by Citicorp Financial, Ine,,
10 get a special hearing for rezoning
that it considers necessary for an am-
bitious expansion project in Towson
won approval of the Baltimore Coun-
ty Councl] last night.

The Council vote cleared the way
for the Board of Appeals to take up
Citicorp’s pelition to rezone most of a
1.2-acre parcel to accommodate up to
two 60,000-square-foot, three-story
buildings and a parking garage.

A board hearing probably J: not
onn__. EE&E.“_.O...SY_. .:.._on-nz.

o.w_ the board's executive secretary
said.

There was no discuasion on the
Citicorp Lssue last night. The Council
had been told in & work session last
week th~t the firm's five-year expan-
sion plan, If successful, would add up
to 1,150 persons to the existing Citi-
corp work force of 650,

The company, & subsidiary of the
nation's largest bank holding compa-

ny, based in New York, plans to begin °

olfering its Cholce credit card to con-
sumers across the country at the end
of the year and ha. located the head-
quarters of its Mid-Atlantic diylsion
at its 120,000-square-foot office In the

7700 block York road.

It has applied for a nationa! bank
charter with hopes of opening a bank
at the York road location In Febru-
ary. A top company officer has said
the long-term future of the bank calls
for more office space and stafi,

"Joseph J. Day, a Citicorp senior
vice president, said before Jast night's
meeting that no cost projections are
available for the first of two antici-
pated phases In the expansion, The
entire {ive-year project could cost up-
wards of $30 million in consiruction
and planning alone, however, he said,

Mr. Day, other company officipls
and a local lawyer retained by Ghtis

corp told the Councll that they were
ready to begin phase one — renovat.
ing and enlarging the existing build-
ing - but want to securs proper zon-
ing for phase two, the new buildings
and parking garage, before doing any
work.

The firm bought a 7.2-acre lot bes
hind its office building In April, and
now seeks to change zoning for 6.9
acres from high density residentlal to
an office classification.

Such rezoning bids curtomarily
are reviewed by the Planning Board
and decided by the Council in the

quadrennial comprehensive reroning

_ . cycle, which next occury in 1984, but
: . Citicorp wants a hearing — and a de-
cision — as 8000 & 1 possible, .
Mr. Day predicted that completion
of phase one would take one year, *

“The timing of the need for expan-
sion is such that they really can't wait
for the mapping process” next year,
said the firm's local lawyer, Richard
A. Reid, at a Council work session
last week. In a supporting memoran-
dum, he called the cornpany’'s need
“urgent and critical” and said Citi-
corp “will have to relocale its region-
al headquarters™ I unable to get new
zoning quickly.

Trammell

in the financial laws as the
both w/enclosures

Letter to the Planning Board reguesting that the moratorium
We

on £iling petitions be 1ifted and that sub

Citicorp Financial, Inc. - Petition for Reclassification
outside of any cycle requirements,

1,000 scale Zoning Map with subject property outlined.
200 acale Zoning Map with subject property outlined.

Memorandum in support of No. 7 above.

Memorandum in sup
Zoning Plat.
Zoning Descripiion.

Behms

For your information, I enclose herewith coples of the follow
- Petition for Reclassification.

documents relating to the above-referenced Petition:

Re:

7.
If there is additional informwation you require, please contact

me and I will do my best to see that it is furnished to you,

Mr, Ceorge L., Hester

Susan Behm
Wiltondale Improvement Association
Mr, J.

12 Aintree Road
Towson, Maryland 21204

the State of Maryland.

Dear Ms,
1.
2.
the changae

Msa,
Enclosures

cea

RAR/keg

g

in a memorandum Lo ¢county officials.
*This would result in & loss of 650 ex-

" jsting jobs and up to 1,150 new jobs
created at no expense to Baltimore
county.

“In addition, Baltimore county
would not gain the addition to its real
properly tax base represented by
three new office buildings, and, since
such buildings would house computer
operations, would lose the potential
for increased personal-property
taxes,” Mr. Reld wrote,

Citicorp now runs its Choice credit
card and regional consumer financial
services from tha Towson office, & .
four-story, 120,000-square-foot struc- . 1
ture. ’

“The long-term
future of the bank is
‘dependenton .
increasing the staff,
increasing space.”
—Ronald.E. Geesey

president, Citicorp
Financial, Inc. ’

- Petition for Reclaseification

Very truly yours,

June 24, 1983
Richard A. Reid

Inc,

For your information, I enclose herewith coples of the followin

documents relating to the above-referenced Petition:

Memorandum in suppoft thereof with addendum summarizing

the change in the financial laws as they apply to institutions in

the State of Maryland.

200 scale Zoning Map with subject property outlined.,

1,000 scale Zoning Map with subject property outlined.

Memorandum in support of No, 7 &bove,

Laetter to the ﬁlanning Board requesting that the moratorium

on filing petitions be lifted and that subject petition be considered

Petition for Réclaasification.
ocutside of any cycle requirements.

Citicorp Financlal,
Zoning Description.

Maryland 21204
Zoning Plat.

Re
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2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Charlea H. Slike, President
1.

Towson Manor Assoclates

7901 York Road
Towson,

Dear Mr. Slike:
Enclosures

It acquired the building, formerly
known as the Exxon Building, and the
right to use an adjacent lot for park-
ing, in 1977, Mr. Reid told county offi-
cials that the firm bought the lot from
the Exyon Corporation last April for
an undisclosed price. T

Under county law, rezoning re-
quests customarily are reviewed by
the Planning Board and decided by
the Council every four years, with the
next rezoning cycle scheduled for
next year. :

Details of the Citicorp expansion
surfaced yesterday as the firm asked
the Council to permit its rezoning re-
quest to be heard by the county Board
of Appeals as soon as possible.

The Council listened to the pleas
but will not vote vitil Monday on
whether to allow the request to be
heard before next year, .

“The timing of the need for expan-
sion is such that they really can't wait
for the mapping process” next year,
Mr. Reid told the Couneil. | .

Mr. Geesey, who did not appear
before the Courcil, said in an inter-
view that the firm hopes o open & na-
tiona) bank at the Towson location in
February.

The bank would serve as the foun-
dation of the effort to distribute the
Choice credit card nationally.

Appropriate papers were filed two

1

qnn_a-woac_soc.m. 952_8:2

of the Currency, Mr. Geesey said.

*““The long-term future of the bank
is dependent on incriasing the stafl,
increasing space,” he said. .

. Mr, Reid said thit since “CFI's

need for the immediiie expanslo vn-

der phase one is urgeiit and critical, it

must have that assuiance now" that

phase two will be permitied, Archi.

tectural plans hzve been completed

and renovation can begin promptly,

he indicated, but the cost and con-

struction time for the project wers
rot revealed. .

Norman E. Gerber, county plan-
ning director, said his staff has not
taken a position on the rezoning re-
quest, although they aad the Planning
Board support an early hearing for
the issue.

He added, however, that the rezon- .
ing and expansion as described to him
by Mr, Reid and others “is going to
make sense , . , becauie we're not
wanting to lose that fob potential.”

Mr. Reid sald the office zoning
would be appropriate for the area,
which is surrounded by St Joseph
Hospital to the south and & former
Blue Cross building in an office zone
1o the west, across Cross Campus
drive from Towson Stats University.

THE MORNING SUN
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Citicorp wants N..@Naism for growth

e

June 24, 1983
Very truly yours,

Richard A. Reid

-
-

By Richard H. P. Sia
and Brian Sullam

Citicerp Financial, Inc., an-
nounced plans yesterday to extensive-

1y expand its facilities in Towson to .

accommeodate the planned growth of
its consumer credit operations.

The subsidiary of the nation’s larg-
est bank holding coinpany, headquar-
tered in New York, is saying that if a
pumber of variables fall into place in
the months ahead, its Towson opera-
tions eventually could increase by as
many as 1,150 new jobs.

One of those variables, company
spokesmen told the Baltimore County
Council yesterday, will be the compa-
ny's ability to obtain new zoning that

buildings next to its offices in the
7700 block York road.

The company plans to begin offer-
ing its Choice credit cards 1o consum-
ers across the country at the end of
this year and has located the head-
quarters of its Mid-Atlantic division
here,

Another variable is federal legisla-
tion and further deregulation of the
banking industry.

“Our rate of growth depends on
the pace and extent of bank deregula-
tion, and at this point we don't really
know how Congress Is going to ad-
dress that issue,” said Ronald E. Gee-
sey, president of Citicorp Financial

An application by the firm for a
pational back charter, for example,

eral government.

He noted that Citicorp's success in
introducing new services 1o nearby
states also will determine the compa-
ny's needs. :

“We are going lo start mortgage

banking in Pennsylvania shortly, but I'
"haven't got any idea how that is going

to work out because we have never
done business in Pennsylvania,” Mr.
Geesey said. ’

Despite Mr. Geesey's caution,
Richard A. Reid, a local lawyet hired
by the company, and Joseph J. Day, a
Citicorp senior vice president, touted
the new jobs as a reason to allow a
speedy hearing on a petition by the
firm to rezone the vacant lot behind
its York road building.

Company officers and their lawyer

said that if the zoning ls approved
Citicorp would begin a two-phased,
live-year expansion. The first phase
calls for expansion and renovatioa of
present olfices,” Construction of two
new buildings and a parking garage
on an adjacent 7.2-acre lot would
comprise the second phase.

Completion of phass one ls expect- -

ed to add “300 new people to the work
force,” said Mr. Reid, adding that
completion of the second phase would
create 650 to 850 jobs. The company
currently has a work force in Towson
of 650.

The remodeling would Increase
Citicorp’s space by about 80,000
square feet, but Mr. Geesey noted
that if the company’s current growth
continues, Citicorp will (il that space

by the end of next year. .
He said thai to acc- mmodate furs
ther expansion Citicorp would have to -
build - another €0,000-square-foot,
three-story building for which ft
would need rezoning. . :
“We want to stay in Baltimore
county,” Mr, Day told the Councll at a
work session. “We can't start with-
phase one until we can put all the:
wheels under the ¢ar.” | o
Most of the 7.2-acre lot now ls
classified for the highest-density resi-
dential zoning, allowing 16 houses an-
acre. Citicorp wanty office zoning lor’
the land. : . oot
“If CFI cannot expand at the exist-.
ing site, it will have to relocate its re-;
gional headquarters,” Mr. Reid sajd

L)

114

-
)

sry

will allow construction of two new has mot yet been approved by the fed- See BANK, C10,Col. 5 .
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Citicorp Financial, Inc. - Petition for Reclassification
Letter to the P]anning Board requesting that the moratorium

on filing petitions be lifted and that subject petition be considered

Memorandum in support thereof with addendum summarizing
outside of any cycle requirements,

the change in the financial laws as they apply to institutions in -

the State of Maryland.
1,000 scale Zoning Map with subject property outlined.

200 scale Zoning Map with subject property outlined.

Petition for Reclassification,
Memorandum in support of No. 7 above.

Zoning Plat.
Zoning Descripfion.

Bruffs
As per your request, I enclose herewith coples of the following

document<s relating to the above~referenced Petition:
1f there is additional information you require, please contact

me and I will do my best to see that it is furnished to you.
C. Keith MclLendon, Assistant Corporate Counsel

Re:
3.
4.
5.
6.
Te
8.

Greater Towson Community Association
l.
2.

15 Hilleide Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Mr. Carl) E. Bruff

Dedr H!.‘-
RAR/keg
Enclosures

be:

GR.-].G tO

il in
ed to expand,

il to permit it
lined.

lined.

Reid

ject petition be considered
Reid

ition with the Board of

n plans to the site,.
d requesting that the moratorium

long for assurance that it

lanning staff of Baltimore
R.~16 to 0-1] and request

ion you require, please contact

- Petition for Reclassification
me and I will do my best to see that it is furnished to you.

as they apply to institutions in
£ No. 7 above.

thereof with addendum summarizing

Very truly yours,

referenced Petition:
Richard A.

Very truly yours,

Richard A.
President

its expansio
Inc.

it will probably file a pet
I enclose herewith copies of the following

ted by the Baltimore County Counc
Iv,
bove-

&

Memorandum in support o

1,000 scale zbning Map with subject property out

Citicorp Financial,

For your information,
documents relating to ths a

Petition for Reclassification.

Zoning Description.

Letter to the Planning Boar
on filing petitions be lifted and that sub

outside of any cycle reguirements.

s

Assistant Corporate Counsel for Citicorp

r of its property rezoned from D
P

ing Board and County Counc

Because of the urgency of the ne
of zoning from D.

Citicorp Financial, Inc.
's request to the P

e ado

Re:
290 scale Zoning Map with subject property out

Memorandum in éupport
the change in the financial laws

the State of Maryland.
Zoning Plat.

e map to b
Mark Beck

the fall of 1984.

H

. Keith McLendon, Assistant Corporate Counsel

illiam Fred Walker,

c
W
Mr.

If there is any additional information you regquire, please
e

Malcolm L. Jacobson, Vice President
If there i1s additional informat

2.
T.
8.

Enclosed is a copy of the memorandum which I submitted in
R

Leslie H. Graef, Executive Pirector
Towson Development Corporation

102 W, Pennsylvania Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204

-1 on th
Dear Les:

RAR/keg

Enclosures

to be considered out of the normal cycle.
bec:s

Wiltondale Improvement Assoclation, Inc.
Citicorp may not be able to wait that

606 Yarmouth Road
will be able to accommodate

Accordingly,
at 337-2700, or myself.

Mr. J. W. Trammell
Towson, Maryland 21204
Dear Mr. Trammell:
support of Citicorp
County to have the rea
Appeals for a change
approval of the Plann
call C. Keith McLendon,

Enclosure

RAR/keg

0
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Counsel for Petitioner; C, Keith McLendon, Asst, Corporate Counsel, Citicorp February 15, 1984 . gog R?gLing)FFAHOH FROM . AT LAW
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_ | Richard A. Reid, Esq. | o
102W, Pemsyl\:cnicl Ave. ' . NOTICE OF APFEAL
Towson, Md. 21204

The Hon. Donald P. Hutchinson, Court House, Towson, Md. 21204, County Executive

Phyllis Cole Friedmen
People's Counsel for Baltimore County
Court House

for Baltimore County; and B. Melvin Cole, Court House, Towson, Md. 21204, County

Re: Caose No. R-84-120

Administrative Officer for Baltimore County, on this  15th  day of February, 1984, Please note an appeal to the Circuit Court for Baltimore County

Towson, Md. 21204 Dear Mr. Reid: Citicorp Financial, Ine.
' Re: Case No. R-84-120 h the Rul N from the Opinion and Order of the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore
Dear Mrs. Friedman: Citicorp Financial, Inc, Notice is hereby given, in accordance with the Kules s . . ~ :
r/"/’) W(A/ ' ' of Procedure of the Court of Appeals of Maryland, that an appeal hos S County, under date of January 16, 1984, granting a zoning xfeclassﬂ‘icat.lon
i Ll L Pl I

In accordance with Rule 8-7 (a) of the Rules of Procedure of
the Court of Appeals of Maryland, the County Boord of Appeals is required
to submit the record of proceedings of the zoning appeal which you have

- been taken to the Circuit Court for Baltimore County from the decision

- 1 - t't -
of the County Board of Appeols rendered in the above matter, from D.R. 16 to O-1 in the above-captioned matter

_Aupe Holmen .
7 Kounty Board of Appeals of Baltimore County

taken to the Circuit Court for Baltimore County in the obove matter within Enclosed is a copy of im Certificate of Notice. . //L'//'/ 2 i e
thirty days, . ‘.m_‘jé/‘ e £in
' : Phyllis Cole Friedman ot
The cost of the tronscript of the record must be paid by you. n _ Very truly yours, ) People's Counsel for Baltimore Courty

Certified copies of any other documents necessary for the completion of
the record must also be at your expense, -

_ :;-‘ @ /(ﬁ.l ?WM¢¢A.,
Lent Mﬂ/ Peter Max Zimmerman

men Deputy People's Counsel
e Holmen, Secretary = Room 223, Court House
Towson, Maryland 21204

494-2188

The cost of the transcript, plus eny other documents, must be
paid in time to tronsmit the same to the Circuit Court not loter than thirty
doys from the date of any petition you might file in court, in accordence
with Rule B-7 (a). :

EhCIc
. - . ps - St : . - e, - - l . - |
ety il Cﬂrflf!cafedoCOF Natice; also fnvoice ) - “ ﬁ;nKeDon"h ml-:nm;ﬁ:mlcap Finencial, Tne - . 1 HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 15th day of February, 1984, a copy of
- h -F- d . . . * . s . . o
covering the cost of cgrh ied copies of necessary uments . _ B. Melvin Caole e the foregoing Notice of Appeal was served on thevlﬁimlnistratlve Secretary
M. F. Spicer, ¥., Esq. _ _ e
A, Jablen , ' - ' of the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County, Room 200, Court House,
Very truly yours, 1 Jon e |
J. D :’ " Towson, MD 21204, prior to the presentation of the original to the Clerk
« Dy :
N |
;- Z - T'HG“"’b‘;;' L . - . of the Circuit Court for Baltimore County; and that a copy thereof was
v y : _ o . Hoswe _ o 7 . .
49774 //n-.{.f/ . o , . 8. Keman : _ : . I _ mailed to Richard A. Reid, Esquire, 102 W. Pennsylvania Ave., Towson, MD

,/;hﬁe Holmen, Secretary

21204.

Encls. ' W .
o | 7L i A Rl )
Phylli:s Cole Friedman
Received:
,/;/2527{ qﬂ,{é[ﬂ/ﬁ‘/f '?/ 5%’/
7 3¢ Edith T. Eisenhart ’ Date
aed Administrative Secretary

Board of Appeals of Baltimore County




IN THE MATTER OF

. THE APPLICATION GOF
CITICORP FINANCIAL, TNC.
FOR RECLASSIFICATION FROM r o :
D.R. 16 to 0-1 - P . AT LAW
On Property Located on the B
- SW Corner York Rd. and
Cross Campus Drive, _ _
9th District ~ . Folio No.

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT.

FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY

Misc. Docket No.

Zoning Case No. 3;84-120 - HE File No.

PETITION ON APPEAL

The‘People a Counsel for Baltimore County, Protestant below and
Appellant herein, in compllance with Maryland Rule B-2{e)}, files this
Petitlon on Appeal setting forth the prounds upon which this Appeal is
taken, viz:
That the County Board of Appeals had no legally sufficient evidence
upon which to baae its conclusion that the present zoning on the parcel which
.ie_the subject of this appeal is an erroneous c¢lassification and therefore
~ their OEder passed herein is illegal, arbitrary, and capricious.
| WHEREFORE, Appeilant prays that tne Order of the Board of Appeals
of Baltimore County under‘date of January 16, 1984 be reversed, and the action
of the County Counc1l of Baltimore County in zoning the subject property

D.R. 16 be af‘f‘:.r'mecl and reinstated.

/Aﬂ_u. /-/n / //"f/":t/

Phylfls Cole Friedman
Peocple's Counsel for Baltimore County

'?EQtLﬁ ﬂquizae4n£44¢n—

Peter Max Zimmerman
Deputy People's Counsel
Room 223, Court House
Towson, Mar-y;and 21204 -
494~ 2188

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 14th day of February, 1984, a copy of
t.he f‘or'egomg Petition on 1peal was served on the\r{mlmstratlve Secretary

of the Count.y Board of ﬁppeals of Baltimor'e County, Room 200, Court House,

.

Citicorp Financial, Inc.
Case No. R-84-120

Exhibit No. 3, Summary of Issues, notes that should 0-1 be adopted by the County Council
the Planning Staff would recommend its accordance to this site. Through this witmess,
People's Counsel also introduced Exhibits #4,5 and 6. Mr. George Gouerellis, a former
Pl.mner for Baltimore Coun ty, testified as to the complete history of this site and the
changes that nwe occurred since the 1980 Comprehensive Mops vrere odopf.ed.' He
summarized all these points and recommended the adoption of the 0-1 classification.
.This witness concluded Petitioner's case.
| Mr. Michcel Flanigon, Assistant Traffic Engineer, testified in
opposition to the 0~1 granting, noting that the fntersecﬁon of York Read ond Burke Avenue
the in tereection most to be affected, was olreod)r rated a "D" intersection. He nofed
that York ond Stevenson was also a "D* inrer.sect.im. He also agreed to submit rroffic
count f.igures' to subsfmriofe these "D rofings. By I.eﬁer dofed November 14, 1983
_ .10 the Boord from Rlchord A. Reid, fhese rotinge'opp|y to only one Icﬁe out of four,
boih mommg and evemng peok hours. ln uddlhon, Mr. Flcn'ngcn testified fhof the
) Towsonfown Boulevard was already under cmsrruchon, to be complefed wuihm one yea
ond could be exoected to imprcwe this intersection's rohngs. This completed Peop!e s
- Counsel $ eose. _ The record on oll the obove ieshmony will speok for |tself and the -
'; condensohon herem gwen is merel)ur o I'ouchmg on® of the same. |
The Board has before ita request to rezone a 6 9 acre porcel of DR 16
| Iond only eu'er used us a pcerkmg oreo, fo an 0-1 c[oss:f'cohm for evenfuui use for @
'._‘.offnce bu:ldng to employ 650 to 850 persons. There was presenfed to the Boord no
ewdence thof Ihe proposed use would be defﬂmenl‘ol to rhe area. There was feshrnony
thof rhe zomng lme wos in erro;, since it d'd not follow notun:l bomdones but merely

,' extended across i"1e sub|ecf snfe. : The Board is nol' oonvmced thof rhls is a persuoswe

":\gully, olley, hedgerow, etc., as a nofural zonlng boundary. | There ss, however, in rhe

Boord's opmlon, slrong ewoence of chunge in thus porcel md ﬂ-us area smce rhe odophon

orgument smce lt would requnre fhor ‘he Counfy Comcnl del rneoi'e eoch md every mound, -

E Tonson, MD 21204, prior to the presentation of the originel to the

Cler-k of‘ the Circuit Cour't for Balt.imore County; and that a copy
thereof was mailed to Richard A, Reld Esquire, 102 W. Pennsylvania

Ave., Toweon MD 21204, .

/( L”C.L_L (:*(\ sacle 4tz /

Phyllis Cole Friedm&n

Received'

G /Méz Aty

Edith T, Eisenhart Date
Administrative Secretary,
Boar'd of Appeals of Baltimore Count.y

C
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of the 1980 Comprehensive Maps. - The first evidence of chcnge is in the parcel itself.

During the 1980 map process, the property was owned by the Exxon Corporation, and there
was no indioorion.of any specific change contemplated in its use; therefore to confirm the
existing zonin_o .cou.l.d be appropriate.  Now, howeuer, bosed_upon the testimony presented,
fhere is a suggested possible use, and a use that opoeors beneﬁoiol to Bolﬁmore County in
general. The situations between 1980 and 1985 are thus drastically differenf and the uses..
possilole with the requested zoning would certainly require different consideration.
Addfﬁonolly, in 1980, there was a serlous student housing problem associated with Towson
_ Stote Univ. and the Council ufos striving to protect and mointoén all residentini zon.ir!g
.ﬂ’.ldl‘ could be used o alleviate this problem. In 1983, a student highrise dormntory com;_.e _
was completed just some 500 feet from the. subj 1ect parcel.  This complex occommodotes
some 1,684 students and at present there is no woiting list for on.-compus housing. This _
complex therefore negotes the need for total protection of all nearby resudenholly zoned

areas su:i’uble for developmenf as sl'udenf housing, a need thaf surely exnsted in 1980,

is obvnous. Addmonolly, there was olso no evndenee that the traffic to be generated

by this rezoning would dmsffoolly negotively affect neorby inrereecfions as road improve-
menre begun since 1980 horre come into exierence. A fmol area of chmge fhor the Board
reoognqzes, though itls not lnhereni to the land lrself, is the sngmflccnf chonge in the
state bcnkmg Iows. , ln 1980 bmkmg esfobllshments were Ieovmg Moryland cnd
'esroblnshmg home off:ces in od|ommg stoi'es. h 1992 cnd 1983 lcrws were enocfed to ‘
specafucal!y curb this flow. Cahcorp w:shes fo toke odvmtuge of these chmges in the _'
low ond locote rhelr reg lonol ofﬁce on thls snlre, provaded proper zon mg to do so is opprove

For all these rensons, the Boord is of the opmlon that the requested rezonmg should be

, grmfed and w:ll 50 order. o

FOR RECLASSIFICATION FROM

IN THE MATTER OF - - BEFORE
THE APPLICATION OF |

CITICORP FINANCIAL, INC, COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

D.R. 16t00-1 | et - OF
On property located on the
southwest comer York Road and

Cross Compus Drive

BALTIMORE COUNTY
9th Disfrict - : ' No. R-84-120

- » . » - . [ L1 - - - - . a [ - ] . . ]
: : : : : - - - : » * ann - L - - . * 4 - - - » .

O PINION

This case comes before this Board on Petition for a Reclassification
of 6. 94+ aere . frnm DR 16 to 0-1. The property owner also requested that this
reclosslflcohon request be exempted from the regular cyclical procedure of 2-58.1 (c)
thru (h) inclusive of the Bo.! timore County Code as presently omended. By resolution
66-83, the Baltimore County Councirl approved this request ond ordered a hearing on this
issue by the Baltimore County Board of Appeals, this hearing being held on Nov. 2, 1983.

From _tesrinmony and evidence presented the Board this day, the |
following history of the subject site has been‘derived. The. oriéinol zoning on the site
prior to 1956 was designated R.A., o classification at that time comporoble to the present
D.R. 16, In 1956, @ Special Exception to allow an office building was granted for the
front portion of the site and B. M, zon.ing accorded the rear portion of the site. In 1957
Exxon erected the office building granted by this Special Exception. In 1964, Exxon
added an additional floor to this office building ond graded the rear portion to provide a
parking area. ln 1971 the first comprehensive maps were produced, at which time all
R.A. zonings became DR 16. On this comprehensive map, the rear portion, having never
been used under its B. M. classification, was retumed to DR 16 classification. In 1976,
the second comprehensive map was produced and confirmed the rear portion or parking
area as DR 16, In 1977, Citicorp Financial, Inc. purchased the front portion, some
5.7+ acres containing the existing office building, from the Exxon Corporation. In
1980, the third comprehensive map was produeed and legislation enacted that created the
new 0-1 and 0-2 office zones. The 5.7+ acre portion containing the office building was

classified 0-1 at this time and the rear parcel containing some 6.9+ acres having never

As such a change from prevnous!y needed resldennolly zoned properfy in thls neughborhood L

Citicorp Finoncial, Inc.
Case No, R-84-120

O RDER

For the reoson.s set forth in the aforegoing Opinion, ir_ is this 144h doy
of January, 1984, by the Counfy Board of Appeals, ORDERED that the rezming of tne
| 6.94+ acre parcel in queshon from D.R, 16 to 0-1 zonmg be and the same is GRANTED,
Any appeal from this dec:s:on must be in uccordmce with Ru!es B~1
thru B=13 of the Maryland Rules of Procedure.

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

McEAN & REID - -

AT 800
SO W. PENN. AVE

MEE-45TE .

- 2431800

Citicorp Financial, Inc.

Case No. R-84-120

been used for any purpose other than parking, was classified once again to DR 16, In
April, 1983, Citicorp Financial, Inc. purchased this 6,9+ acre parcel and petitioned for
its reclassification from DR 16 to 0-1 , to allow for future expansion as office use.
Petitioner presented six (6) wilesses in support of his petition.
Mr. William T. Walker, Surveyer, prepared the plat of the subject site and testified as to
the purchase date and its present use as a parking area.  Mr. Joseph Day, Senior Vice
Fresident of Citicorp, testified as to the reasons Citicorp needs the zoning reclassification.
These are briefly os follows:
1. Citicorp now owns Choice Credit and desires fo utilize this
location as a regional headquarters for Choice. The presently
zoned 0~1 area is not large enough to permit this, thus the

request for 0-1 on the 6.9 acre portion of the site.

The present office building presently being renovated contains
some 120,000 sq. ft. and houses 650 employees.

An additional building of some 80,000 to 100,000 sq. fi.

is to be erected on the 0=1 portion of this site and will house
some 300 additional employees,

Two new additiona! office buildings will be necessary on the
now DR 16 portion to support the ones on the existing 0~1
portion and will house some 650 to 850 additional employees.

This project must be considered in its entirety as no single
portion cen stond alone.

Mr. Charles McLendon, Assistont Corporate Counsel for Citicorp,
testified as to the banking law changes that tempt Citicorp to locate their regional offices
on this site. This testimony is detailed in Petitioner's Exhibit No. 17. Mr. John
Guckert, Troffic Engineer, testified as to his traffic study done of the site and nearby areas

His testimony is completely covered by Petitioner's Exhibit No. 18, and his testimony

 indicated no adverse impact on the nearby road system if the 0-1 zening is granted and the

assumed additicnal traffic generared by its erection considered, Mr. James Hoswell,
Plenner for Baltimore County, testified that he prepared the letter entered as Petitioner's
Exhibit No. 12. He noted that on the log of issues entered os People's Counsel’s Exhibit

No. 2, that this parcel was issue 4-41 end that R,O. was recommended, but also noted

that ot this time, the 0-1 or 0-2 office zones had not been enacted. People's Counsel's

MEMORANDUM OF CITICORP FINANCIAL, INC.
IN SUPPORT OF ITS PETITION TO REZONE A PORTION
OF ITS LAND FROM D.R,~16 TO 0-1

INTRODUCTION -

Citicorp Financial, Inc., a uvelaware corporation (CFlj,
recenely determined to make Towson the Regional Headquarters
for its Mid-AtIantio bivision which includes.Maryland, Pennsylvania,
Delaware, Virginia, West Virginia and the District of.Columbia.
Such operation is currently housed in the building on York
Road formerly known as the Exxon Building which it acquired in
1977, together uith the parcel.ot land upon which it was bullt
(hereafter referred‘to as the York Road Parcel) together with
the right_ﬁo use the adjoining parcel for parking (the subject
of this request and eometimes.referred to hereefter as the ”
Rear Parcel) frod Exkon which owned-both parcels. The business
of CFI is growing at.suoh a rate, however, that it will not
be_abie to maintain its Regional Headguarters at such location
unless it can.expand.- To this end, it acquired subject Rear
Parcel in April, 1983.
It now seeks to have it rezoned from D.R.-16 to 0-1 in

order to (a) have sufficient floor area ratio to expand its
existing facility by an addition thereto to satisfy its immediate
needs._Phase'I, and (b) have sufficient zoned land to accommodete
ite anticioated futvre requirements of two additional office
buildings to be located on subject Rear Parcel, Phase II1. Ve

. It cannot beg1n Phase I, however, without some assurance
that it will be able to build the two office buildings on
sub]ect.Rear Parcel, Ehase 11. This will require a change in
the'zoning of eubject Rear Parcel from D.R.~-16 to 0-1. Since
CFI'S need for the_imhediete expansion under Phase I is urgent

1/~, Actually. a small portion of subject tract is already
o zoned 0-1. :




ROYSTON, MUELLER,
MLEAN & REID
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and critical, it must have that assurance now. The only way
to obtain it 1s by haVing petition for rezoning considered
outside of the restraints of the cycle filing requirements of
Ratimore County Code, Section 22-24 and by lifting the suspension
ofwfilings reguired by Baltimore County Code, Section 22-25.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

The subject Rear Parcel (6.94 acres) has been used in

conjunction with the York Road Parcel (5.70 acres) at the -

corner of York Road and Cross Campus Drive for offices for
over 27 years. Shortly after 1956, the Exxon Building was
constructed.on the York Road Parcel for which parking was
provided on subject Rear Parcel. 1In 1977, CFI purchased the
York Road Parcel and the 120,000 sgquare feet office building
from Exxon with a right to continue to use subject Rear Parcel
for parking. It purchased subject Rear Parcel in 1983.

In 1980, the Baltimore County Council enacted legislation
which created office zones and eliminated offices as a special
exception use in D.R.-16 zones. When the comprehenSive zoning
maps were adopted that same year, the York Road Parcel was
zoned 0-1, but subject Rear Parcel was continued in a D.R.-16
category.l/ This had the effect of removing office zoning
which had.existed for over 27 years from subject Rear Parcel.

The zoning map of 1955 zoned subject Rear Parcel R.A.,
which permitted offices and elevator office buildings by
special exception. In 1956, 5 acres of such parcel were
rezoned B.M. by petition with a special exception for an inn;
B.M. included offices as a permitted use.z/ In 1971 and 1976,

such parcel was zoned D.R.-16, which again permitted offices

Actually, a small portion of subject was zoned 0-1l.

In 1957, a use permit for parking on 2.2 acres adjoining the
B.M. tract was granted in conjunction with office use of the
adjoining parcel by Exxon,

1D2 W, FEMN. AVE .-
| TOWBON, MARYLAND

S SIZO4-48TE . -
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II.
OTHER ERROR
0-1 zoning was_applied to the York Road Parcei with the
intention.that expansion could occur by utilizing existing or

increased parking by use permit on subject Rear Parcel zoned

_D R.-lﬁ. Office zoning passed September 2, 1980 became effective

with new ComprehenSive Zoning Maps adopted in October of 1980.

The short time span, a little over one mOnth, wherein a final

0 -1 zone, together with developmental standards was officially

established did not enable comprehenSive analysis of the CFI

'property to determine whether or not reasonable expanSion

could, indeed, take place on the area zoned 0-1, the York Road t
Parcel. B | o

Since the original Exxon office building was constructed
in the 1950's and certainly by the time that building was
expanded in the mid 1960 S, the total site (the York Road
Parcel and the Rear Parcel) has been utilized as a unified

whole for office use.' Office bui‘ding use on the York Road

Parcel was supported by parking on the Rear Parcel. Grading

undertaken to provide the parking component for the existing
office building further relates the Rear Parcel physically to

the York Road Parcel and the existing office building and

"separates it from the existing buildings in. tne Valley View _"

'Apartment Development.; Further, the only access to the component

parking on the Rear Parcel is by means of the driveway into
the York Road Parcel.‘aiei,‘._ 7 ;. T |
Comprehensive analysis of the then existing usc. and
development of the total s1te would have identified that the
Rear Parcel - graded and utilized for parking, indeed was an'
integral and component element of the office building existing

on the York Road Parcel.\ Comprehensive analySis would also :

ROYSTON, MUELLER,
MAEAN & REID
BUITE §D0
102 W. PENN. AVE,
TOWEDN, MARYLAND
21204-4578
&23-tapo

by special exception. In 1980, the D.R.-16 classification was
continued, but the zoaing regulations were amended sc that
offices were no longer permitted'in a D.R.-ld zone. Office
use since 1980 has been restricted to the 0O-zones, Business
Zones and Manufacturing ZOnes..
ARGUMENT
I. _
_ERRoR AND CHANGE

At the outset, it should be noted that error within the
context of the zoning law of Maryland does not necessarily
imply a culpable wrong by the legislative body adopting a
comprehensive zoning map. It often, as here, means simply
that if the legislative body knew at the time of adoption what
it knows now, it probably would have acted differently. .

In adopting the comprehensive zoning.maps in 1980, the
County Council evidently felt that whatever expanSion would be
required by CFI could be accomplis J on the York Road Parcel
zoned 0-1 with parking on the Rear Parcel zoned D.R.~16,  This
premise has proven incorrect for two reasons: the requirements

for expansion by CFI are greater than anticipated because of.

the ability of CFI to expand in the existing 0l zone is less
than anticipated because of floor area ratio constraints.

In 1980, when the existing'comprehensive zoning maps were
adopted, the climate in Maryland for financial institutions,
especially those operating on an interstate basis, was not
favorable. Maryland's laws forced several banks to move their
credit card operations out of the State. It was rather improb-
able to think that any major financial institution such as CFI
would maintain a significant credit card operation in the

state, certainly not a regional headquarters therefor.

s 0 - MdEAM & RED - -
T SUIVE 0D
CF 102 W. PENNL AVE

{ FOWBON, MARYLAND

D 212044878
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dramatic changes in the laws relating to financial institutions;

;have led to a determination. that 0-1 zoning on the overall -
tract was the only zone which accurately reflected its existing
use and future potential. |

| Quite aside from the use of subject Rear Parcel, it was
error not to zone it 0-1 because it.is related physically to
the 0-1 zone adjoining to the east and not to the D.R.-16 zone
adjoining to the west. The York Road Parcel and the Rear '
Parcel have been graded to form an interior plateau whi:h is
significantly higner than and divorced from the existing

apartment buildings on its westerly boundary (or even Saint

buildings along the northwest boundary. The le1Sion between
the 0-1 zone and the D.R.-1l6 zone should have been the man

made boundary established by the grade change and not an

the York Road Parcel owned by CFI and the Rear Parcel 1eased -

by CFI for parking, which together constituted a unified use

Joseph's Hospital to the south) and lower than exist*ng apartment

arbitrary line drawn through two integrally related parcels -

of the whole tract. Good zoning seeks to adopt natural or man |

and aVOldS dividing a single lot into two zones by arbitrary

1ines (cf 32 Am. Jur. Zd, ZOning and Planninga 584)
| 111. | -
_ OTHER CHANGE

Serious traffic conditions at the York Road and Burke'

the 1980 zoning maps, inhibited land use decisions.f The
intersection of York Road and Burke Avenue was inadequate and

had been at or near failing conditions for a long period of

made boundaries between zones. -Pahl v. County Board of Appeals, j

237 Md. 294 (1965); 82 Am. Jur. 2d, Zoning and Planning, 579, S

Avenue intersection, existing at the time of the adoption of _T;

time.~ The Services Maps in effect in 1980 deSignated thisi;f{f:}?

intersection as 'F' and allocated no traffic capacity forj“gfr;"
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.Since 1980, however, the picture has changed dramatically.
Recently enacted laws summarized in the addendum hereto have
made Maryland attractive once again to the financial industry.
While there may have peen little reason in 1980 to anticipate

substantial growth of CFI, there is now a great need and

demand for it to expand its existing facility. Such expansion

will necessarily~have to take place on the York Road Parcel

zoned 0-1 and on subject Rear Parcel zoned D.R.-16. The

change in zoning of subject Rear Parcel from D.R.-~16 to 0-1 is

necessary not only to provide buildings for offices on subject

trect, but aiso to provide sufficient area to meet the floor

area ratio requirements for the York Road Parcel which, without |

such additional land, would be limited to 17,800 square feet
of expansion. CFI requires 230,000 additional sguare feet,
80,000 of which will be on the York Road Parcel already zoned
0-1.

"It is submitted that the County Council probably did not
realize the floor area ratio restrictions that 0-1 zoning on
the York Road Parcel would have on the ability of CFI to
expand. Office zones, 0-1 and 0-2, were established by the
County Council in September of 1980 to be effective with the
adoption of the new comprehensive zoning maps in October of
the same year. The short time span did not allow for a compre-
hensive analysis of the effect of applicaticn of 0-1 zoning on
particular tracts such as CFI's. Analysis now affirms that 0-
1 zoning permits no meaningful expansion of currently existing
office space.

The foregoing demonstrates both error in the 1980 map and
change in condition since the map. To the extent that the
County failed to anticipate the needs of CFI to expand, and to

assume that all needed expansion could take place on the York

development Wlthln its comutershed or impact area. The
sub]ect property fell within that impact area.

Since then, plans have been made, rights of way acquired
and construction is now underway to correct that traffic
deficiency. Completion is expected with certainty by the fall
of this year. Rnhanced capacity'at the intersection resulting
from the improvements will remove traffic constraints and |
change the ba3sic services limitations imposed on development .
of the CFI property. . | “‘” _ |
 concrusIon

For the foregoing reasons, CFl's petition to rezone a
portion of its property (the Rear Parcel) from D. R.-16 to 0-1
should be granted :

Respectfully submitted,

i ke g

Richard A. Reid.
Suite 600 - '
-102 West Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
) 8‘3-1800

~.j-Attorney for Petitioner
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Road Parcel.(zoned 0-1) with parking ¢x subject Rear Parcel

(zoned D.R.-16), constituted error. T0 the extent that the

ineed for expansion beyond the York Rpad parcel (zoned 0-1) has

developed as & result of change in cgppditions for financial
:institutions in Maryland, it constitytes a change. Both, or

either, would justify rezoning hereip,

The situation here is

iisimilar to re-zoning based upon the emergence uf a general

'need for a partic.lar zone in a partjicular location since

ijadoption of comprehensive maps. In Rohde v. County Board, 234

}nd. 259 (1964), the court said at pages 267-268:

"% * *The applicant produced considerable expert
testimony to show that either as a result of

lack of anticipation of trends of development in

1955, or as a result of changes in trend which have
occurred since then, whether anticipated or not,

the existing zoning was in error at the time of the
hearing. The trend has been towards apartments and,

: particularly in areas close to the City of Baltimore,

! towards high rise apartments. The need and demand for
: such rental accommodations have increased greatly over
Jl the last several years, and the subject property is
1

i

l

l

described as a prime site for apartment development,

! including high rise apartments, * % =®

{To the same effect, see Pressman v. Mayor and City Council of

|

lgBaltimore, 222 Md. 330 (1969 - failure to anticipate trend

! ,
?gtoward shopping centers and zone land of sufficient size
E

etherefor). Bosley v. Hospital, 246 Md. 197 (1967 - increase in

E‘sufficient to justify need for additional commercial zoning):

iineed for high rise apartments).

There can be little doubt that if the County Council knew

R

jéin 1980 that it was necessary to zone subject Rear Parcel 0-1

{; in order to accommodate CFIl's need for expansion and permit it

1

‘to retain its regional headquarters here in Baltimore County

at
1

i
| with the attendant benefits to Baltimore County in the form of

1 jobs, taxes, etc., it would have done so.

; housing units and concurrent growth of population in neighborhood

.laccord: Finney v. Halle, 241 Md. 225 {1966 -failure to anticipate

ADDENDUM OF CITICORP IN SUPPORT
OF ITS PETITION FOR REZONING

SUMMARY OF THE CHANGING LEGAL ENVIRONMENT
IN MARYLAND FOR FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

Citicorp Financial, Inc. (CFI), located at 7720 York Road

in Towson, Maryland, is a wholly osned subsidiary cf Citicorp.

New York based Citicorp is what is known as a bank holding

f company , that is, a corporation organized to hold and own the
stock of banking entities and related businesses. CFI is a
lender'and financer licensed under the appropriate laws of the
State of Maryland.

Beginning in the late 1970's, the monetary and financial
climate of the nation experienced an exception upheaval.
Intetest rates skyrocketed to unprecedented levels. Costs of
goods and services surged'upwards. Unfortunately, most state
governments, including Maryland, were slow to react to these
forces: Laws regulating finance and credit, which had served
well for many years, Simply did not keep pace with market

ealities. When a few states (notably Delaware) became among
the first to undeitake a comprehensive redrafting of their
credit laws, several large Maryland financial institutions
fled to Delaware to take advantage of these laws, taking with
them many jobs and much cash flow._ CFI,_however, chose to
stay in_Tovson and work to change Maryland law. Consequently, .
due.in part to CFl's efforts and other interested citizens, in
the period between 1980 and the present, Maryland laws which
_directly affect CFI s business have changed drastically.
Legislation passed in 1982 {House Bill 1853) and 1983 (Senate
Bill 591) paved the way for a vast array of new business

possibilities.” These new laws have greatly expanded CFl's
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BEGINNING for the same at the intersection of the zoning line

‘which divides the 0-1 and D.R. 16 zunes and the South side of Cross
. Campus Drive, said point being located 487 feet more or less as

measured along the South side of Cross Campus Drive from a fillet 3 _
connecting said South side of Crosa Campus Drive and the West side of
York Road, thence leaving said zoning line and running with and
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Attached please find the subject resolution adopted by the
Planning Board at its meeting on July 21, 1983. Please prepare the necessary

WHEREAS,

BALTIMORE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
RESCLUTIOR
July 21, 1683

Pursuant to Subsection 2-58.1(1) of the Ealtimore County
Code 1978 as amended, the Baltimore County Planning Bcard
has reviewed the request by Citicorp Financial, Inc. to
exempt from the zoning cycle the subject reclassification
petition; and

The Planning Board believes that early action is regquired

material for the County Ccuncil's consideration., = °
binding on said South side of Cross Campus Drive and also on part of S - R ‘
- the seventh and the eighth lines of the outline of a parcel of land .
described in a deed dated December 1, 1977 from Greater Towson .
Realty, Inc. to Exxon Corporation and ‘ecorded among the land records
of Baltimore County in Liber EH.K.,” 5832 folio 363 (1)

. Northwesterly by a curve to the right vith the radius of 1,299.33

feet and the length of 95 feet more or less, (2) North 55 degrees 29
minutes 07 seconds West 83.67 feet, thence leaving said South side of
Cross Campus Drive and running and binding oa the ninth, tenth, ’
eleventh, twelth, first and part of the second lines of said c
eforementioned outline, (3) Southwesterly by a curve to the left with
the radius of 15.00 feet, the length of 23.56 feet, the chord of said
curve being south 79 degrees 30 minutes 53 seconds West 21.21 feet,
(4) Southwesterly by a curve to the right with the radius of 130.00
feet, the length of 108.91 feet, the chord of said curve being South
58 degrees 30 minutes 53 seconds West 105,75 feet, (5) Northwesterly
by 8 line curving to the right with the radius of 530.00 feet, the
length of 291.32 feet, the chord of said curva being North 81 degrees -
44 winutes 20 seconds West 287.66 feet, (6) South 24 degrees 38 :
minutes 30 seconds West 445.92 feet, (7) South 65 degrees 21 minutes

" 30 seconds East 447.65 feet and (8) South 52 degrees 15 minutes 00
seconds East 170 feet more or less to & point on said aforementioned
zoning line thence binding thereon (9) Northeasterly 280 feet more or
less and (10) Northeasterly 365 feet more or less to the place of
beginning.

on this petition to provide for consideration of the timely
expansion and benefits therefrom; now therefore, be it
RESOLVED, That the Baltimore County Planning Board hereby certifies
to the County Council of Baltimore County that early artion
on the subject Zoning Reclassification Petition would be in
J\ g ”;l the public Interest,
Norm E Gerber -
Director or Planning and Zoning

NEG:JH:cav

. . Attachment
< B2.233SPHA

N 329%0 ‘
E2738

cct The Honorable Donald P. Hutchinson
_ County Executive

B. Melvin Cole

' I HEREBY CERTIFY that the above resolution was duly adopted by the Baltimore
_County administrative Officer

County Planning Board at its meeting in Towson, Marvland, on July 21, 1983,

ann & Goban

NormanéE. Gerbep

Secretary of the Baltimore County Planning
Board

Thomas Toporovich
County Council Secretary-ndministrator

Jrp——l .
§

William T. Hackett, Chairman o/ .
County Bcard of Appeals July 21, 1483

. s g . B _ : ' : : : . Date
Containing 6.94 acres of land more or less, . o _ = John W. Hessian, III : : _ - , :
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June 7, 1983

Richard A. Reid, Esquire
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PURSDANT TO BALTIMORE COUNTY CODE- o ' ‘ !no expense to Baltimore County.

, SECTION 22-24(i) AND EXEMPTION FROM THE B
' SUSPENSION OF RECLASSIFICATION PETITION FILING
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- ATTORNEYS AT LAW
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In addition, Baltimore County;
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It.cannot'begin'Phase I, however,'without some assurance'~

th b L
that it will be able to build the two office bUildings on would not gain the addition to its real property tax base

represcnted by three new office buildings, and, since such

subject Rear Parcel, Phase II.. This will require a change in

Citicorp Financial. Inc., a Delaware C°IP°rat1°“ (CFI)' buildings would house computer operations, would lose the

the zoning of subject Rear Parcel from D. R. 16 to 0-1. Since {f‘

R L : R - B recently dctermined to make Towson the Regional Headquarters f?"
| | o ' ' b b PEEE for its Mid Atlantic DiVision which includes Maryland, Pennsylvan

B otentia for incr d er: al (e} ty ta .
CFI's nced for the immediate expansion under Phase I is urgent P 1 ° cased person PI per o xes

e T s It b itt d that the pro osed zoning and use of sub ect
R R and critical, it must have that assurance now. The only way is subm c P P d j
- HAND DELIVERED .

Delaware, Virginia, West V1rginia and the DiSt11Ct °f Columbia.- for offices for the Headquarters of CFI's Mid-aAtlantic pivision
) _ to obtain it is by having a petition for rezoning consrdered

R R o entl housed in the buildinq on York
- Kenneth D. Dryden, Chairman Such operatlon is curr Y

©.Baltimore County Planning Board
“ Room 106 = = -

. County Office’ Building

'Towson, Maryland .21204

will be in harmony with other uses,in the neighborhood, It, of,

i. outside of. the restraints of the cycle filing requirements of : ) . : :
d for erl known as the Exxon Building which it acquired n i rse, . esents a logical ext i £ the 0-1
Roa merly Batimore County Code. Section 22—24 and by liftinq the suspension course, represen a 3 extension ot the B=% use now

1977. tOgEther with the ParC31 of 1and “9°n ”h1°h it was b“11t fs,; : _ -enjoyed_by‘CFIishexisting facility on the York Road Parcel.

of filings required by Baltimore County Code, Section 22- 25..

_lfug (hereafter referrEd to as the York Road Parcel) together with

Citicorp FinanCial, Inc.[—_Petition for . Across Cross Campus Drive from the subject to the west is the

Zoning ReclaSSification

Tne foreQOing constitutes an emergency situation for CFI.;_yff

the rlght to use the adJOlnlng parcel for parking {the SUbJECt former Blue Cross Building in an 0-1 zone and the institutional

> ch R . - It has to expand now!- It wants te do so in Baltimore County,;
ear airman ry ens o , g o , _ of this request and sometimes referred to hereafter as the. - ' uses of Tows01 State. To the south, sub;ect is ]Olned by the
- but does not have zoning permitting it to do S0. If it cannot

Citicorp PinanCial, Inc. has delivered the above-entitled

Petition for Reclassification to the Zoning Commissioner of
Baltimore County pursuant to the Rules of Procedure of the
*County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County.

Rear Parcel) from Exxon which owned both parcels.. The buSiness-ﬁ~

institutional uses of St. Joseph Hospital To the west and at

get the zoninq it rEquires‘piumptly, it will be required to
of CFI is grow1ng at such a rate, however, that it will not

‘a different elevation than the subject are the Valley View

i conSider nov1ng its regional headquarters to one of the other
i

"It is requested that the Planning Board certify to the County : be able to maintain lts Regional Headquarters at SBCh location.
Council that early action upon such Petition is manifestly required.

in the public interest and because of an emergency existing for .
Petitioner pursuant. to the provisions of Baltimore County Code, ' .
Section 22-24(i) for the reasons set forth in the attached memorandum B
so that such Petition may be exempted from the .regular cyclical e
procedure of Subsections (¢) through (h) of Section 22-24 and also
for the suspension of reclassification-petition filing required

under aection 22 25 of such Code.;,

, i A tments the entrance to which from Cross Ca s Dxiy
political subdiviSions which are actively soliciting it. par ) ’ mpu £ "

unless it can expand. To this end, it acquired subject Rear

BT t ther th the topograph would serve to t -
That immediate cons!deration of CFI'S pEtltion is manifestly oge wi P 9 P Ye . _ sePara e them from.,_

Parcel ln April, 1983, ; -the proposed use of suh]ect.

. ' ' : .required in the public interest is apparent when one consxders
have it rezoned from D. R.—16 to 0~ 1 in : BRI |
: It now seeks t° ? N o _What 15 at stake for Baltimore County-
i ffic1ent floor area ratio to espand its '7} S SR
i order to (a) have ‘su R 'people in its existing faCility on York Road.
existing facility hy an: addition thereto to satisfy its immediate S P .

CFI now employs 650

| Completion of Richard A. Read

Suite 600
- 102 West Pennsylvania Avenue
- Towson, Maryland 21204
8§23-1800 '

Very truly yours, .f*"'

i; ”’t/}qu < A)?

-‘Richard A Reid

?Phase I will add 300 new people to the work force.. Completlon
h e suffic:ent zoned land to accommodate :
needs,:Phase I. and (b) av Calc R T of the two new office bUildings on subJect will create 650 850
i ted future re uirements of two additional OffICE';’ 3 BRSNS | P e _
o 1t5 ant 01pa q l/f?iff>5 S e B Jobs.f None of the expanSion will rcquire any public assistance,
e buildings to be located on sub;ect Rear Parcel, Phase II. P B e ‘ “

‘Attorney for Petitioner
s If‘CFI cannot eipand at the existing Site, it will have to
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e e el I R REr .:fﬂfﬁﬁiﬁﬂ;gﬁ~;relocate its chional"Hcadquarters.l This would result in a"
'f“Actually, a. small portion of sutgect tiact is‘already- o FERE] B Sl » L S
fﬁfZOned 0- 1.1*-. - R R ' : s
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opportunities by substantially deregulating the consumer
financral 1ndustry which is the heart of CFI's business.
follows is a summary of these major changes.
I.
INTERSTATE BANKING

Under current federal law (12 U.S.C 1942{d)), a bank
holding company, such.as CFI, may not acquire more than 5% of
the voting stock of a bank located in any'state_other than its
"home" state unless such acquisition is specifically authorized
by the laws of the other state. Thus, CFI could not.own or
acquire a bank located in Maryland withcout specific anthorization
under Maryland law. Until the 1983 Legislative Session,
Maryland law did not contain a vehicle for obtaining such
authorization. Now, however, the new subtitle created by S.B.
'59l permits an out-of-state bank holding company to acquire a
newly organized bank located in Maryland under certain conditions,
including employment of at least 100 persons by the end of the
first year of its operation.

During the 1983 Legislative Session, CFI committed.to
Governor Hughes that, if the law were passed, it would apply
for a new Maryland bank. The law was enacted and CFI's applica-
tion for the bank is going forward as promised.

A substantial part of the proposed expansion of the York
Road facility would be used to house the bank's operations and
its employees. CFI also plans to move other businesses from
other states into its Towson location, bringing even more
employment opportunities.

II.
REVOLVING CREbIT _

CFI is the owner of the CHOICE credit card. 1In 1980, the

card business was known as the NAC Charge Plan and was limited

to the Baltimore/Washington area. At that time, permissible

S R T
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SUPPLEMENT TO MEMORANDUM COF CITICORP FINANCIAL, INC.
IN SUPPORT OF ITS PETITION TO REZONE A PORTION
OF ITS LAND FROM D.R.-16 TO (-1

III.

OTHER CHANGE

CHANGE IN THE PHYSICAL CHARACTER OF THE
NEIGHBORHOOD IN THE VICINITY OF THE
CITICORP FINANCIAL, INC. TRACT

. The physical character of the neighborhood has changed

| dramatically since the adoption of Comprehensive Zoning Maps by

the County COuncil'in Gcectober of 1980. This has been brought

-about by the construction of a student hou51ng and dining complex

for Towson State Un1versrty Just to the west of the CFI site on
the north s1de of Cross Campus Drive.' The complex accommodates
l 684 students in 4 high—rise reszdential structures - two 14
story buildings, a 15 story building, and a 16 story building,
'containing llVlng space, interior common spaces, and study space
w1th access to computers.- The hlgh rise reSLdential structures
are grouped around a two-story dining fac1lity provrding seating
for 600. All of these buildings are 51ted on a 3.1033 gross acre
parcel for which D.R. =16 ZOning was established by the 1980 Maps.
Occupancy Wlll begin w1th the Fall Semester of 1983.

”fi_ This student housing complex is much more than a three-
d1mensronal, v1sual grouping cf huildings evidencing new and
expanded activity at Towson State University.. It has changed

the physxcal character of the 1mmediate neighborhood in a

manner which was neither predicted nor authorized bv the 1980

Comprehen51ve Zoning Maps.- When they were adopted, the land on

which the houSing complex JS located was in private, not State
ownership.; The site was donated to the State and leased back

to the private sponsors for development.l/ By transferring

1/‘& Although the student housing and dining faCilities are being‘
.+ built under private sponsorship,’ they will be leased back to
”*j Towson State Univer51ty for full operation and management. '

ROYSTON, MUELLER,
MAEAN & REID
BUITE 600
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finance charges on credit cards in Maryland were limited tc
18% Annual Percentage Rate on a balance of $500.00 or less ind
12% Annual Percentage Pate on any portion_of the halance in
excess of $500.00., No annual membership fees or other charges
of any kind were permitted, except for the stated finance
charges. |

Now, because of the changes wrought by H.B. 1853 and S.B.
591, credit card grantors are permitted to assess competitive
finance charges on the entire balance and, in addition, they
maf assess any or all of the following: annual fees; minimun
'monthly charges; and individual transaction fees. This less
.restrictive law, combined with CHOICE's increasing regional
acceptance has encouraged it to expand the area of its coverage
to make its unique financial services available to a wider
marketplace. This expansion will demand a proportionate
expansion of office facilities.

I1T
CLOSED END LENDING |

In addicion to its CHOICE card, CFI is also engaged in
the business of making unsecured and first and second mortgage
loans to Maryland consumers.

Before 1980, unsecured lcans had an interest ceiling of
12%, first mortgages had a ceiling of 10% and second mortgages
had a ceiling of 12%. |

In October of 1980, a Federal law was passed which completely
pre-empted all State imposed interest rate restrictions on
first mortgages (PL 96-22). With the passage of H.B. 1853 and
S.B. 591 in Maryland, unsecured and second mortgage ceilings
have been raised to 24%. Also, new creative financing tools
are now available such as balloon loans, adjustable rate loans

and open ended mortgages.

T E

.
-
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title to the State, the housing complex became exempt from the
requirements, standards, and constraints of the Baltimore County
Zoning Regulations. N
Absent State ownership of the site, private development of
student housing facilities would be impossible without a consequen-
tial change in the D.R.-16 hase zoning and an extension of the
boundary of the Towson Town Center. Since it is not within a
Town Center as designated by the Planning Board or within 1,000
feet of a CCC District,'the site is not eligible'forieither‘
RAE-1 or RAE-2 2oning - the classifications which, under private
sponsorship, might permit a student housing complex on a smaller
scale.gj _ |
It is thus clear that the Towson State University housing
complex.has,resulted in a change in the manner‘ot land use and
in the physical character of the immediate neighborhood which
were not foreseen for this then private land by the 1980 Compre— _
hen31ve Zoning Maps.  The formal decision by the State. to ”
proceed w1th the housing pro;ect was made by the Board of
Public Works on October 21, 1981 -a year after the adoption of
the Maps. The process involved invitations to the private
sponsors to make proposals for of‘-campus sites meeting specifica-
tions, narrowing them to two sites, and, finally choosing and
resolving the fine details relating to developing and financing the
successful site. All of this process unfolded after the adoption

of the Maps and the site was not selected finally until a year

If the location criteria for those: :ones could be met, the
-~ high rise residential structures exceed the maximum height
-, 1imitation of 85 feet in the RAE-1l Zone and exceed the
. density limitations of both the RAE-1l Zone (40 density ~ -
. units per gross acre) and the RAE-2 Zone (80 density units .
- ' per acre). - RAE-1l would permit but 124 density units for -
. the 3.1033 acre site while RAE-2 would permit 248 density”
. units.: Assuming that each two person living unit in the
. complex equates to an efficiency apartment (0.5 density.
~_ unit), the 842 units translate into 421 density units, . Under

r-;,private site ownership, the current D.R.-16 Zoning allows l;;' .

y 49 density units for the 3. 1033 acre tract.;,

ROYSTON, MUELLER,
MLEAN & REID
UITE SO
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1980 Maps. The result is dramatic and seeable change in the

| manner of neighborhood land use and an actual change in the

The total effect of this comprehensive easing of restrictions
is to open to Citicorp and CFI new husinesswexpansion potentialgp‘
(to offer'these products.to its present and future marketplaces.
An equivalent physical enlargement must accompany any such
expansion. | _ o |

v.
,. . SUMMARY |
_ It i3 not that CFI intends or expects to immediately
utilize all of its newly authorised_capabilities - rather it
is‘the freedom to be able to adjust its service_and fees to
meet changing‘market conditions that creates the confidence to
know that,'noimatter what the market does, CFI will now be

able to effectively compete in Maryland.

later. Construction of the high rise student housing complex

has therefor taken place in a manner not provided for hy the

1
|l result from the construction and occupancy of the high rise

f student housing complex. A significant reason for the site's

: D.R.16 zoning was attributed to a shortage of vacant land in

physical character of the area vicinal to the CFI tract.

Other implieit changes in the potential manner of land use

that category within the area close to Towson State University.
As one of but_two vacant parcels zoned D.R.-lﬁ.in‘close proximity
to Towson State University (the other indeed was converted to
the student housing complex), an objective of the 1980 Zoning

Map had to be retention of possibilities for private sector

provision of housing related 50 iversity needs.3/ Construction
and occupancy of the student housing complex has changed the
rationale for high densxty residential zoning quite significantly.
Provision of 1, 684 student living units frees the CFI site for

other appropriate land use in accordance with that change. -

3/ The Student Housing complex has been built in response to a

- - shortage of and need for on-Campus residential space at
Towson State University. Prior to the occupancy c¢f the new
units in the Fall of 1983, the University had dormitory .

- space for but 1,262 students out of an enrollment of 9,500
daytime students and 16,000 total daytime, part-time and -

" evening students. In 1981, 1,123 Towson State University
students were living off-campus - primarily in residential =
neighborhoods in the general vicinity of the University.
Provision of 1,684 on-campus living spaces will reduce

- student pressur=2s for housing in off-campus. residential :
- areas. and eliminate conflicts with local. neighborhoods which
- "have resulted from the lack of on-campus housing. - More
. “students will be residing on the Towson State University
. campus and will be subjected as such to the jurisdiction,
~ . policies, and discipline of the Unversity. Traffic move~ -
~ments by students will be lessened by the fact that more
- will be\living and parking on the Towson State University
- campus. - Parking conflicts and disruptions in residential
.. areas caused by commuting students will be further reduced
. by the provision of the r.sultant 133 percent increase in :
.g"’University housing provided by the complex..,_” :

: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATICN 1 BEFCRE THE CCUNTY BCARD CF APPIALS
FROMD.R, 15 10 O-1 ZONE
SW/comer | of York Rd. and Cross CF ALTIMCRE COUNTY

Compus Dr., 9rh Disteice

Core No, R-34-120 {item 12)

CITICORP FINANCIAL, INC,,

Petitioner

tesritd

_ ORDER TO ENTER APPEARANCE

To the Honorabla, Members of Said Boards

Pursuunf. ta the authority contained In Section 524,1 of the Baltimare County
Chartur, | hereby enter my appearance in this proceeding, You are requested to notify
me of any hearing date or dates which may be now or hereafter designated therefor,

and of the passage of any preliminary or final Order in connection therewith,

AR T wam S

Peter Max Zimmerman John W, Hessian, 11

Deputy People's Counsel People's Counsel for Baltimore County
Rm, 223, Court House
Towson, Maryland 21204
494-2188

| HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 6th day of October, 1983, a copy of tha foregoing
Order was mailed to Richard A, Reid, Esquire, 102 W, Pennsylvania Ave,, Towson, MD

21204, Attorney for Petitioner.

%_:w e e 3

Jo¥n W, Hessian, 1}

These changes in the manner of land use adjacent to the CFI
tract and consequential changes in housing demand could not be
foreseen reasonably by the County Council when it adopted the

i

1980 Maps. They add up to a genuine change in the character of

the neighborhood wvicinal to CFI which warrants the establish-

ment of 0-1 Zoning there.

Respectfully submitted,

Richard A. Reid

Suite 600

102 West Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
8§23-1800

Attorney for Petitioner
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REGQUEST FOR EARLY ACTION ON
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Zoning Reclassification Petition: Citicorp Flnancial Inc. Citicorp Financial, Inc., a Delaware corporation (CFI),

June 24, 1983 o o ;:f B ' f: RN June 24,‘1933‘ recently dctermined to make Towson the Regional Headquarters

e P I ”d- o o ' - - . -i' i . . : . o : for its Mid-Atlantic Pivision which includes Maryland, Pennsylvané( '
- ' ' - : HAND DELIVERED : ' : - y

"HAND DELIVERED - At its meeting on July 7, 1983, the Ad hoc Committee on Master
- e Plan and Zoning Map of the Baltimore County Planning Board voted to recommend
that the Planning Board certify to the County Council that early action
- on the subject Zoning Reclassification Petition would be in the public interest. :
I would appreciate your tentatively scheduling this item for Council consideration

-~ at its August meeting, subject to favorable actlon by the Planning Board at its
meeting on July 21, 1983, -

Delaware, Virginia, West Virginia and the District of Columbia.

Kenneth D. Dryden, Chairman
Baltimore County Plannlng Board
Rocm 106 '

County Office Bullding
Towsen, Maryland 21204

'*TKenneth D. Dryden, Chairman Such operation is currently housed in the building on York
- -Baltimore County Planning Board
~- . Room 106
County Office Building
- Towson, Maryland 21204

Road formerly known as the Exxon Building which it acquired in

1977, together with the parcel of land upon which it was built
Thank you for yOur-_cooper'ation in this matter. S - ' ' ~ Re: Citicorp Financial, Inc. - Petition for
. - o S . | Zoning Reclassification : i j
i : _ | _ ' the right to use the adjoining parcel for parking {the subject

gé:;ggéi? Dear Chalrman Dryden.
-Cltlcorp Financial, Inc. has delivered the above-entitled LA 6/

. Petition for Reclassification to the Zoning Commnissioner of 1 B ' - - No E. Gerber
. Baltimore County pursuant to the Rules of Procedure of the : ' ' - Director of Planning and Zoning
- County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County. '

' Res: - Citicorp Financial, Inc. - Petition for (hercafter referred to as the York Road Parcel) together with

Zoning Rec1a551f1catlon

iDear Chalrman DrYden. of this regquest and sometimes referred to hereafter as the

Citicorp Financial, Inc. has delivered the above-entitled
Petition for Reclassification to the Zoning Commissioner of
Baltimore County pursuant to the Rules of Procedure of the
County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County.

Rear Parcel) from Exxon which owned both parcels. The business

of CFI is growing at such a rate, however, that it will not
NEG:JH:cav

It is requested that the Planning Board certify to the County be able to maintain its Regional Headquarters at such location
Council that early action upon such Petition is manifestly required
-in the public interest and because of an emergency existing for
Petitioner pursuant to the provisions of Baltimore County Code,
Section 22-24(i1) for the reasons set forth in the attached memorandum
so that such Petition may be exempted from the reqular cyclical
procedure of Subsections {c) through (h) of Section 22-24 and also
for the suspension of reclassification-petition filing required

under Section 22-25 of such Code.

_ It is requested that the Planning Board certify to the County
Council that early action upon such Petition is manifestly required
ir the public interest and because of an emergency existing for
Petitioner pursuant to the provisions of Baltimore County Code,
Section 22-24(i) for the reasons set forth in the attached memorandum
'so that such Petition may be exempted from the regular cyclical
procedure of Subsections (c¢) through (h) of Section 22-24 and also
for the suspension of reclassification-petition filing required
tnder Section 22-25 of such Code,

cc:. The Honorable Donald P. Hutchinson

County Executive unless it can expand. To this end, it acguired subject Rear

B. Melvin Cole

Parcel in April, 1983.
County Administrative Officer

-~ v—

. = e § ek AL . — —— e T e e o rE———

William T. Hackett, Chai s It now socks to have it rezoned from D.R.-16 to 0-1 in
am T. Hackett, Chairman

County Board of Appeals order to (a) have sufficient floor area ratio to expand its

Leonard S. Jacobscn

Very trul ours
County Solicitor Y Yy '

7 Wi/

Richard aA. Reid

Very truly yours, existing facility by an addition thereto to satisfy its immediate:

Richard A. Reid

: _ ave sufficient zoned land to accommodate ;
John W. Hessian, III needs, Phase I, and (b) h ’

- People’s Counsel. its anticipated future requirements of two additional office

RAR/keg .
Enclosure

James E. Dyer -

RAR/keg Zoning Supervisor

. 1
buildings to be located on subject Rear Parcel, Phase I1.=
_Enclosure : _

Richard A, Reid, Esquire movston, MuELLER. ||

" MclLean & Reoo i
FAHTE OO
107 W Piwly AviD -
FomaOn ManvLawD
21204-4273 .
8231800

1/ Actually, a small portion of subject tract is alrcady
zoned 0-1.

| BALTIMORE COUNTY -
. : , . o T - - . L _ ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

| o R . o . . |iloss of 650 existing jobs and up to 1,150 new jobs created at | T(gW%OH MARYLAND 21204 -
. - S - | D | R U £ N 494-3648

It cannot begin Phase I,'however, without some-assurance > no expense to Baltimore County. 1In addition, Baltimore Countyl{#; : e

 ROBERT L HANNON

'_‘aovsroni MUELLER,
MCLEAN & ern
" vo2 W, PENM AVE,

T Yowson MarvLAND J"-
: 21204-4378

'the zonlng of sub]ect Rear Parcel from D R ~-16 to 0 1.

_and crltlcal, 1t must have that assurance now.

“It has to erpand now"

_but does not have zonlng permlttlng it to do so.

:what is at stake for Baltlmore County.*
,people 1n 1ts exlstlng faczllty on York Road.*

'Phase I w111 add 300 new people to the work force.”
fJobs.

;relocate ltS Reg1onal Headquarters

that it will be able to build the two offlce bu11d1ngs on
subject Rear Parcel Phase II. Thls will requlre a change in
Slnce
CFI‘s nced for ‘the 1mmed1ate expans;on undex Phase I is urgent
The only way.

to obtaln 1t is by hav1ng a petltlon for rezoning consrdered

-out51de of the restralnts of the cycle flllng requlrements of
_Batxmore County Code, Sectlon 22 24 and by 11ft1ng the suspen51on

_of f1l1ngs requ1red by Baltlmore County Code, Sectlon 22 25.

The fore901ng constltutes an emergency situatron for CFI.
It wants to do so in Baltlmore County,

If it cannot

get the zonlng 1t requlres promptly, 1t w111 be requlred to

con51der nov1ng 1ts regronal headquarters to one of the other ff.

polltlcal subd1v1s1ons Wthh are actlvely sollc1ting 1t.__

That 1mmed1ate consrderatlon of CFI s petltlon ls manlfestly

required in the publlc 1nterest is apparent when one con51ders o

CFI now employs 650
Completlon of

Completlon

1of the two new offlce bulldlngs on subject w111 create 650 850

P

None of the expanSLOn wlll requlre any publlc a551stance.

If CFI cannot erpand at the exlstlng 51te, 1t w111 have t0"_

"hls would result in ai;-w

ROYSTOM, Mueu.ra.i
. MCLEAN & REID |

s BUTE 60O .
T 102 W. PENN. AVE.
L. TOwsDes, MaARYLAND -
- 2V204-4578
823-1800 i

would\not gain the addition to its real property tax base
represented by thrce new offlce bulldings, and since such“h
bu1ld1ngs would house computer operations, would lose the
potent1a1 for 1ncreased personal property taxes."

It 1s submitted that the proposed zoning and ‘use of subject

will be in harmony w1th other uses in the nexghborhood
course,_represents a logical extension of the 0 l use now
enJoyed by CFI s exlstxng fac1l1ty on the York Road Parcel.
Across Cross Campus Drlve from the. subject to the west is the
uses of Towson State.- To the south, subject is joined by the ©
1nst1tutlona1 uses of St Joseph Hospltal.
a dszerent elevat1on than the suh]ect are the Valley View

'Apartments, the entrance to whlch, from Cross Campus Drlve,.’-f

| the proposed use of subject...ff

Richard A. Reid :

Suite 600 ‘ ol
. 102 West Pennsylvania Avenue-'

Towson, Maryland 21204

823~ 1800 ' T

for offlces for the Headquarters of CFI 5 Mld-Atlantxc D1v1sion“~d

_It,-of ?f

former Blue Cross Bulldlng 1n an 0-1 zone and the lnstltutlonal,’

To the wost and at .

together with the tOPOQIBPhY: would sexrve to separate them fromﬂ{ K

Attorney for Petitloner fhf{ ffht:""

DIRECTOR

July 7,71983

Mr. Kenneth D. Dryden, Chairman
Baltimore County Planning Board
4th Floor - New Courts Building
Towson, Haryland . 21204

Dear Hr. Dryden'

This letter is written in behalf of Citicorp Financial Inc. (CFI),
. which operates its Mid-Atlantic Division from facilities at 7720 York :
* Road, Towson. This operation is a8 regional headquarters serving Maryland, -
Pennsylvania, Delaware, Virginia, West Virginia, and the District of
Columbia. CFI employs approximately 650 persons houaed within lta
existing building of 120 000 square feet, :

In April of thia year, representatives of CFI met in my office and
informed me of their intention to expand their existing facility iao
two phases. The outcome of this expansion would benefit Baltimore County
in several ways. The obvious heomefire'=re in job creatiov and expansion -
of the tax base. In addition to guaranteeing the retention of the
existing 650 positfons, expansion would create up to 1,150 new jobs
" within occupational categories to which both our educational institutions
and public job retraining programs are targeted. Additional benefit '
18 gained by the County from the prestige of hosting the regional
headquarters of a nationally recognized firm such as Citicorp Financlal, :
. Ince . This recognition, enhanced by the support of local government
in accommodating business needs, 1s a necessary ingredient in a succesaful
.. program of externally narketing Baltimore County for economic growth
- and development. ’ L : 3 o _ :

| 'Thia office enphatically endorses CFl's expansion progran and urgea the
" " Planning Board to make appropriate certification to the County COuncil
;for eatly actlon on CFI'a Petitlon for Reclaaslfication.-- :

-If this offlce can provide further 1nformatlon that would be helpful
to Planning Board actlon. 1 would be mos t anxloua to reapond., ‘

Regarda.'

RGBERT L. HANNGN
- Director

' Baltimore County Zoning Map

-

- B2 B/ISPHA

N 32930 .
‘€ 2138

D.R. 3.5

Portion of 200 Scale Map NE 9A  °
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PETITION FOR ZONING RE-CLASSIFICATION
- SPECIAL EXCEPTION AND/OR VARIANCE

- TO THE C_OUNT‘( BOARD NF APPEALS CF BALTIMORE COUNf‘(ﬁ _ - : L 7 o ‘
" ‘The undersigned, legal owner(s) of the property situate in Baltimore County and which is - B S . | il o ol MORE COUN
described in the description and plat attached hereto and made a part hereof, heraby petition (1) - o ; ’ . | | . : T -2
3 desc th? zomns stams. plion herem e e e 1o siassied, pursuant to the Zoning Law L i _ e . L oy , : _ e . _ - ' Telephone: 301 ~296-3333 ‘
. Land Planning Consultants T &) ECACI%]O«( ucVU.C;Y’MENT COAMSUION

.......... " eeemaa--a-e ZONE 10 an - : - [ 4 " A . | ' 4 ' 7 ' : : .
zone, for the reasons given in the attached statement; and-t2d—fora-Specinl~Exceptionr under-the - . i S P . . ' . Landscape Architects ' S . TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
7 ' 3 2 : : ' ' : ’ | o ' Engineers ' SRS 494-3644
) - : B : : S s 3648

E saig “Zoning Tav-ame- Zoming- Regutations of Banimere €ouny,touse thererein deseribed-properts>

of Baltimore County, {rom an

nxscnrrion T ROOERT L HANNON

6.94 .Ac:e l’arcéi DIRECTOR

N A 3 - . . o | : - T E | Cross Campus Drive Near York Road | o .
and (3) for the reasons given in the attached statement, a variance from the following sections of - ' L ] : - Ninth Election District ‘ Y July 7, 1983
the Zoning Law and Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County: ' ‘ - _ ‘ - . B . Baltimore County, Msryland S S '

Mr. Kenneth D. Dryden, Chairman

) BE(EIN.NIHG for the same 2t the intersection of the zoning line R | taltisore County Planning Board
which dur_xdelw th.e 0-1 and D.R. 16 zones and the South side of Cross R Jth Floer = New Courts Bullding
Caampus Drive,” raid point being located 487 feet more or less as - R Tovaon, Haryland 21204
measured along the South side of Cross Campus Drive from a fillet
connecting said South side of Cross Campus Drive and the West side of

York Road, thence leaving said zoning line and rumnin i o g ‘
ork ; n g with and o
binding on said South side of Cross Campus Drive snd o130 on part of Sl This letter is writtea in behalf of Ci{ticorp Financial, Inc. (CFI),

B | ) o o o : L . : . i . ) : ;he ifze:tl} _andd thde deigh;.h lines of the ocutline of a2 parcel of land . ot ;M:h;pentu ;tl Mid-Atlantic Division from facilities at 7720 York
*A small portion of subject property is already zoned 0-1. | | | ' L - R : N escribed in a deed dated December 1, 1977 from Greater Towson S oad, Towson. This operation is a reglonal headquarters serving Maryland
_ Y | _ : R O p | ' . Realty, Inc. to Exxon ‘Cor]::oranon and recorded among the land records | | Penngylvania, Delaware, Virginia, West Virginia, and the District o? '
of Baltimore County in Liber E.H.K., Jr. 5832 folio 363 (1) B Columbia. CFI employs approximately 650 persons housed within its

Northwesterly by & curve to the right vith the radius of 1,299.33 L existing building of 120,000 square feet.
mgettamio;he length of 95 feet more or less, (2) Forth 55 degrees 29 ' In April of
C:::'egmpu:e;:::: ::;trﬂl?' fee;. bt:h:t}ce leav;ng said South side of j.:fos;ed ;e :If‘i:hﬁ:r: :ep::senzatives :t‘ gFI met in my office and

. unning and binding on the ninth, tenth intention to expand their existing facility {
eleventh, twelth, first and part of the second lines of said i two phases. The outcome of this expansion would benef%t B‘Itimy’mncmnty

1, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Re-classification, Special tio i - -. b . ' . : : .
posting, etc., ugon ﬁ_lin.lg) Ef uﬁs petition, and further agree to alr)ld are%}c{)c?; bguggdé’;rﬂ?;a?:,ﬁg? B S ) L 3 ::oremeytmned outline, (3) Southwesterly by & curve to the left with 1? s::lvera]. ways. The cbvious benefits are in job creation and expansion
regulations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law for Baltimore . : : \ ) . e . , e radu:u of 15.00 feet, the length of 23.56 feet, the chord of said ' of the tax base. In addition to guaranteeing the retention of the
~ County. : . ' . _ 2 curve being south 79 degrees 30 minutes 53 seconds West 21.21 feet, - existing 650 positions, expansion would create up to 1,150 new jobs
' B | - - B2-2235PHA ‘ ol /i (4) Southwesterly by a curve to the right with the radius of 130.00 s : within occupational categories to which both ocur educational institutions
Contract Purchaser: - Legal Owner(s): T 32950 : . feet, the lengtl-‘n of 108,91 feet, the chord of said curve being South B and public job retraining programs are targeted. Additional benefit
| CITICORP FINANCIAL, INC. - : ' . 'E2738 " i B 28 d"%f”" 30 minutes 53 seconds West 105.75 feet, (5) Northwesterly K ;:agai:'*: by ‘?‘-‘ County from the prestige of hosting the regional
44 minutes 20' se eed ' Wt y ‘12801'260: said curve being North 81 degrees o in accommodatingnbu ?2’ s an:'Ed by the support of local government
minutes 30 aecon:l;mi!' est 287, eet, (6) South 24 degrees 38 rour ¢ g business needs, is a necessary ingredient in a snccessful
est 445.92 feet, (7) South 65 degrees 21 minutes program of externally marketing Baltimore County for economic growth

30 se:ongs 232:0447.65 feet and (8) South 52 degrees 15 minutes 00 and development.
seconds Fast 170 feet more or less to & point on said aforementioned
izzingn;uz;o;h;ncehbindiug thereon (9) Northeasterly 280 feet more or : -3 :?::ngﬁfigzae:phatic:ny endorses CFL's expansion program and irges the

$ ar ortheasterly 365 feet more or less to the place of £ rd to make appropriate certification to the County Council
beginning. _ : for early action on CFl's Petition for Reclassification.

Dear Mr. Dryden:

Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by The Baltimore County Code.

I,’Sig‘datu:‘e
Rondld E.

- a
et e
e = . -

I
{ [y 8

City and State
If this office can provide further information that would be helpful

Containing 6.94 acres of land more or less
to Planning Board action, I would be most anxious to respond.

-

Attorney for Petitioner:

7720 York Road 337-2600
Regards,

Address Phone No. B ' _ ' _ | _
Towson, Maryland 21204 ' ' ' : B ' | | N /b *U_J(' A M
. + . ‘a L] . - ’(( o " R . -

Signature i City and State ' o . ] , '
' i : . . ' June 7, 1983 P
102 West Pennsylvania Avenue Name, address and phone number of legal owner, con- ‘ Baltimore County Zoning Map D.£. 3.5 ' . oA : ggiif‘fot. ATON

- e i o o e S e T S S NS A e

Address ‘ tract purchaser or representative to be contacted ' . P 1 NE 9A .
C. Keith McLendon, Assistan Portion of 200 Scale Map .
Towson, Maryland 21204 ~Corporate. Counsal tant |

City and State Name

. =1"N"
Attorney’s Telephone No.: ..-?_2_:_)'._.]:.-. 0 7720 York Road 471

Qur File No. 83038
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

Legislative Session 1983 Legislative Day No. _18 R g | o Bl -
o B . BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND I e ROYSTON, MUELLER, MCLEAN & REID
o RESOLUTION NO._66-83 ' S ' ' B - _ "‘”"“:::"’E;T LA

. . - o ' ‘ ' ' INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE ' ‘ _ CARROLL W. ROVSTON " 0= WEST PENNSYLVAMIA AVENUE
. - N : . : . : H. ANTHONY MUELLER

: . ' - S : : ' : TOWSON, MARYTLAND 21204

' ' . . « ' S Mg, ___Barbara Bachur » Councilwoman _ R : ' . Z;EM“SS:‘R";‘;"
@“untg Qqum:tl of ?a[hmre nuntg . - ' By Request of County Executive - : R ' ' : ' E E. HARRISON STONE 1301} 823-1800
' ' : TO , ) _ MILTON R.SMITH. IR.

C. 8. KLNCELHOFER 1T

@ourt House, Tofuson, Hlarpland 21204 _ ' - _ . . | - |
. ' B o ' : o ' ' - THOMAS F. McDONOUGH
, [3“_1] 494-3196 o o : | _ | y . By the County Council, Ayqust 1, 1983 ) o ] T P

oF COthalL.
IOHN L. ASKEW

S - ' | B - _ — August 15, 1983
. COUNCIL, - : _ August 1, 1983 ' B A RESOLUTION to approve the Planning Board's certification that the zoning reclaas- _— '

: R”‘ﬁsf'n:::t:me” : : _ ification petition filed on behalf of Citicorp Financial, Inc,, owner, fora 6.4 - B : A _ : _ R . | | _

| ' | | | " | o | a . | o - o : William T. Hackett, Chairman
' : Board of Appeals =

Room 200 0ld Court House

L Gary Huddles | | | | |
Attached herewith is a copy of Resolution No. 66-83 passed bythe . Towson, Maryland 21204

- SECOND DISTRCT © Mr. William T. Hackett, Chairman _ ' _ . _. * N

Ea'itlmar‘e County_Boar‘d of Appeals o B regular cyclical procedure of §2-58,1(c) through (b), inclusive, of the Baltimore
ourt House S _ - . : ' _ . _ _

Towson, Maryland 21204 ' o 2 o ' ' o _ S - , . | . _
o o j County Code, 1978, 1982 Cumulative Supplement,l-.au amended. o ' : _ certification that the zonirg reclossification petition ﬁlgd on behalf of

Citicorp Fincncial, Inc. should be exarﬁpled from the feﬂ“‘ﬂf.CYF“'-‘ﬂ' R | . Dear Chairman Hackett:

Enclosed please find the original and two copies of a

| . | | :de for the T Ly e supplement to the memorandum previously filed in. the rbove-
The Board -bos set Wednesday, November 2, 1983, aside for ! e . entitled case by Citicorp Financial, Inc. in support of its

haff"ﬁ of this case, ot 10a.m. Th?_f%fofei please arrange for the Petition for Zoning Reclassification.

acre parcel of land loczted on Cross Czmpus Drive; sbould be exempted ffoin the

'.}ame.r T. Smith, Jr.

VR : County Council onAuéust 1, 1983, approving the Planning Board's . o . " Re: Citicorp Fimancial, Inc. - Petition

e ‘, Barbara F. Bachwr , 7 : _ | _ L a : fpr Zoning Reclassification

'::‘“:j:: | D.ea.r_‘: M;;t:z:::t:;rem . lﬁ ea'se ﬁnd' Resbluﬁon 'N;)_' _ | . WHERE_%S’._. !:h.e Planhing ch.a..rd, .by‘.re.'ol-utioln datedJuly ?1.. 1?'3_3., .im. éertiﬁeé
[T peTHOSTICT 2'51;!13:3%thggzglggég?azlﬁgiggiﬁzagggtgg:t};"‘i ggt;gn | a o that _é.a.rly acﬁop on the Petirl:.id__n for Zoqing Reclassification filed on behalf of.

L o s?ggagzrgfpgizlgogg ’;gagnglil{;egngﬁ’ngg\:r(’:a:lg:sé | | ) ) Ciﬂ:ico.rp'Fiqa.ncial, Inc. ,. pﬁer. requeati’n_gra rec.la.uiﬁca.t_ioz_x of IK:_he'a.bove-

J"i’ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁ:’“ : | :'g:.gzzau?g?u.w be exerrtpted 1fr0m the regui;r‘ ¢y ;1.1ca1 U | . _7 ':' deacr'if;ed property w.ould”be in the public inter_e.‘st‘: and .. - _ .- | - '_ E | advertising an_d posting of the propéﬂy';' T

procedura, | : o

_\Ea.agene w. Ql&gber

T GATH DISTRICT . .
This casé has been certified by the County Council for

, ' ' by the council - : o ' L L ' - . _ S _ . early action pursuant to the(p:_:ovisions of Baltimore County Code,

' This resolution was PaRSEd by]th$gggunt'§ (,:0““‘:“ . Bl = WHEREAS, the County Council of Baltimore County, in accordance with the . . T e - S §22-24(i). It would be appiﬁilatea if you could assign f;h;.s case

at their meeting on Monday, August 1, 1983 ana 1s Lo - BRI : S . S . - . o . o e : _ o R RN for hearing as soon as possible. S ke )

fomardgd f°'_’ your atten.tlo'n‘an_d a‘pp.roprlate. éCtion' - . p;_'qviaiorrg of 52-58.1(11 may a.ppn.we__ said 'certiﬁcation_agd exempt the _Petltiop for S _‘ . _ | S B : | N : o | . _ R o  very truly you:s,‘ N

b

Thomas Toforom'cb S

'Sincerely yours, L - Zoning Reclassification from the regular,'cycle pr'ocedures' of §Z-58}1., L ': NN _ R R R ' . D - ‘ | - - /
_ , . R T S e o ' o L o dith T. Eisenhart, Adm. Secreta . | - A | e
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the County Council of Baltimore Edith T. Eisenhart, Adm. Secrelary B | o - Richard A. Reid

Thomas Toporovi - _ N County; .Maryland. that the certification by the Planning Board that ea.rlf action on _ RAR/keg

Secretary . ceo - B o RN AR R o et ). 6. Hosuell _ | | Enclosures
S ‘Zoni lassification Petition filed o Citicorp Financial, Inc, -.. | T e et da B Tioswe e IR S | TR S : . ,
the Zoa;qg,R';Ch'?'lﬁc?tlon Peht-wn f-ll‘_:d on beh_a,lf of rp o _l,_.' n.: P R B - N.Commodari -~ -~ - .. - _ o I A cc: John W, Hessian III, People's Counsel
' ' ' . ' ' ' o ' ' SR R S S AR Norman E. Gerber, Deputy Director
Mr. James G. Hoswell

© . Aslene Janvary
R R | all with enclosure

, Ee ém:_l the ﬁame ;u hereby 'a.pp;'oved; and_' S ' ; _ ; :

R 1 3

E.nc': B e -,,BEV IT.FUR'IV’HER RESdLVED. that .thq! Board of Appg§1| shall sf.:l.:-_sd_ulo! a public

' CC . _‘"_'°".‘“a"'.5e,'”_be"' o e .. ' ) " SR g _. ) heéf‘mg_on .a_'a.id Pétitidn in ﬁcéo_rdance_ with §2-58.1(ii of the' Balti.n-l;bre Cm..mty‘ Code,




. PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION

- 9th Election District

L ZONI.NG IR Petition for Reclassification

\ LOCATION' . Southwest corner of York Road and Cross Campus Drive

'DATE & TIME: . Wednesday, November 2, 1983 at 10:00 A. M.

) PUBLIC HEARING. Room 218, Courthouse, Towson, Manjland

The Coanty Board of Appeals for Baltimore County, by authority of the Baltimore

' County Charter, will hold a public hearing:

" Present Zoning: D.R. 16
- Proposed Zcning: 0O-1

- All that parcel of land in the Ninth District of Baltimore County

Bemg the property of Citicorp Financial, Inc., as shown on plat plan filed with
the Zoning Department.

) 'Hearing Date: Wednesday, November 2, 1983 at 10:00 A. M.
Public Hearing: Room 218, Courthouse, Towson, Maryland

BY ORDER OF
WILLIAM T. HACKETT, CHAIRMAN
COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

BALTIMORE COUNTY PLANNING BOABD '
: RESOLUTION
July 21, 1983

Pursuant to Subsection 2-58.1(i) of the Baltimore County
‘ Code 1978 as amended, the Baltimore County Planning Board
has reviewed the request by Citicorp Financial, Inc. to
-, exempt from the zoning cycle the subject reclassification
petition, and - _ o

" The Planning Board believes that early action is required
~ on this petition to provide for consideration of the timely
- expansion and benefits therefrom; now therefore, be it ..

©.° RESOLVED, .+ :That the Baltimore County Planning Board hereby certifies =
L ... to the County Council of Baltimore County that early action-
- on the subject Zoning Heclassification Petition would be 1n -
the public interest S _ _ .

530 East Joppa Road
Towso . 21204
Telephone: 301—296-3333

Land Planning Consultants
Landscape Archntec's
~ Engineers :

DES("JIHIOR

" Property of Citicorp Financial, Inc.
Cross Csmpus Drive and York Road
Ninth Election District | '
Baltimore County, lhryland :

cw

- Beginning for the same at a point on the south side of Cross
Lampus Drive, said point being at the point of curvature of a fillet
- connecting said south side of Cross Campus Drive with the west side
of York Road, said point being also located on the second line of a
parcel of land described in s deed dated May 23, 1977 from W, Allen
Harrison, Etal, Trustees of the Exxon USA Foundation to Citicorp
Financial Incorporated and recorded among the land records of
Baltimore County in Liber EHXK., Jr. 5760 folio 867, said peint"
being 113.50 feet from the beginning of said second line, thence
running and binding on a portion of said second line and all of the .
third line and on the south side of Cross: wpus Drive (1) north 77
degrees 44 minutes 20 seconds west 77.00 t.. ., (2) northwesterly by &
curve to the right, with the radius of 1,299.33 feet, the length of
294.81 feet, the chord of said curve being north 71 degrees 14
minutes 20 seconds west 294.18 feet to a point st the begimning of the
seventh line of a parcel of land dercribed in a deed dated December .
1, 1977 from Greatar Towson Realty, Inc. to Exzon Corporation and
recorded among the land records of {‘altimore County in Liber E.B.K.,
Jr. 5832 folio 363, thence binding on said seventh line and the
eighth line of said parcel and still binding on the south side of _
Cross Campus Drive (3) northwesterly by & curve to the right with the
radivs of 1,299.33 feet, the length of 209.85 feet, the chord of said
curve being north 60 degrees 06 minutes 43.5 seconds west 209.62

feet, (4) north 55 degrees 29 minutes 07 seconds west 8:.67 feet,
thence leaving the south side of Cross Campus Drive and binding om
the ninth, tenth, eleventh, twelfth, first, second and third lines of
the lastly mentioned parcel (5) southweaterly by a curve to the left
with the radius of 15.00 feet, the length of 23,56 feet, the chord of;
said curve being south 79 degrees 30 minutes 53 seconds west 21.21
feet, (6) southwesterly by a curve to the right with the radius of
130.00 feet, the length of 108.91 feet, the chord of said curve being
south 58 degrees 30 minutes 53 seconds west 105.75 feet, (7)
northwesterly by a curve to the right with the radius of 530.00 feet,
the length of 291,32 feet, the chord of said curve being morth 81 '
degrees 44 minutes 20 seconds west 287.66 feet, (8) south 24 degrees
38 minutes 30 seconds west 445.92 féet, {§) south 65 degrees 21
minutes 30 seconds east 447.65 feet, (10) south 52 degrees 15 minutes
00 seconds east 208.48 feet, and (11) north 13 degrees 07 minutes 40
seconds east 225.82 feet to the beginning of the seventh line of said
firstly mentioned parcel, thence binding oo the seventh, eighth,
ninth, tenth, eleventh, twelfth, thirteenth and part of the first
line of said parcel (12) north 13 degrees 07 minutes 40 seconds east
120.00 feet, (13) south 73 degrees 41 minutes 30 seconds east 210.00 -
“feet, (14) south 18 degrees 03 minutes 30 seconds east 30.00 feet,

RC)YSTTD%J MUELLER, MCLEAN & IlEII)
. ATTORNEYS AT LAW
: _ _ . SUITE 600 o .
CARROLL W. ROYSTON -~ : 102 WEST PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE L o coman

H. ANTHONY MUELLER
R. TAYLOR, McLEAN : o TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 ) 'OHN_ IT.J\.SKE" Lo

RICHARD A. REID .

E. HARRISON STONE : : o © (301 823-1800
MILTON R, SMITH. IR. o :

€. 5. KUNGELHOFER 1

THOMAS F. McDONOUGCH

LAWRENCE F. HAISLIP

:June 24, 1983

" HAND DELIVERED

' Kenneth D. Dryden, Chairman

Baltimore County Planning Board

. - Room 106
. County Office Building
... Towson, Maryland 21204

- Res ™ Citicorp Financial, Inc. - Petition for :
- Zoning Rec1a551f1cation '

" (15) south 07 Jegrees 30 minutes 00 seconds east 30.00 feet, (16)

south 02 degrees 24 minutec 20 seconds east 30.00 feet, (17) aouth 01

~degrees 51 minutes 00 seconds west 76.90 feet, (18) south 73 degrees

40 minutes 30 seconds east 352.50 feet to the west side of York Road
and (19) north 12 degrees 15 minutes 40 seconds east 92.36 feet,
thence binding « » 8 widening of York Road (20) north 06 degrees 52

* minutes 42 seconds east 275.90 feet and (21) northwesterly by s curve

to the left with the radivs of B88.09 feet, the length of 129.96
feet, the chord of said curve being north 35 degrees 25 minutes 49
seconds west 11B.47 feet to the plsce of begmniug.

Saving and excepting that portion of the ‘above described land
which is zoned 0-1.

The portion remsining contains 6.94 acres of land more or less.

‘."lnln"

July 19, 1983 .

Our File No, 83038

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF .
REQUEST FOR EARLY ACTION ON
ZONING. RECLASSIFICATION PETITION -
. PURSUANT TO BALTIMORE COUNTY CODE
SECTION 22-24(i) AND EXEMPTION FROM THE
SUSPENSION OF RECLASSIFICATION PETITION FILING

Citicorp Financial,_lnc., a Delaware corporation (CFI),

recently determined to. make Towson the Regional Headquarters

Such operation is currcntly housed in the huilding on York

(hereafter referred to as the York Road Parcel) together with

for 1ts Mid-Atlantic DiviSion which includes Maryland, Pennsylvan

Delaware, Virginia, West Virginia and the District of Columbia.f

Road- formerly known as the Exxon Building which it acquired iniid

1977, together with the parcel of land. upon which it was buxltV

the right to use the adjoining parcel for parking (the subjectigg

BA&IMORB COUNTY, MARYPAND-

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Leoriard S. Jacobson

o .
TO.. Lounty, c—er  teeeemme——en Date____ July'z2, 1983

Normar. E. Gerber, Director STsmSesesesa
FROM._.._0Olfice of Planning and Zoning

e DR TR N G ol A -

~Citicerp Financial, Inc, L 1 -2
SUBJECT rroperty Request for Exemption

MEGLPWE S ES S - .

from Cyclical ?rocedurea

Attached please find the subject resolution ad
opted by t
Planning Board at 1its meeting on July 21, 1983, Please prepage theynegzssar
material for the County Council's consideration. y

A A

Norm . Gerber'
Director of Planning and Zoning

NEG:JH:cav
Attachment

¢c: The Honorable Donald P. Hutchinson
County Executive

B. Melvin Cole
County Administrative Officer

Thomas Toporovich
County Council Secretary-Administrator

William T. Hackett, Chairman
County Board cf Appeals

John W, Hessian, IIl
People's Counsel

James E. Dyer t///

Zoning Supervisor

Richard /. Reid, Esquire

-

that it w111 be able to leld the two office buildings on

the zoning of subject Pear Parcel from D. R.—lG to 0-1.

-

of filings required by Baltimore County Code, Section 22-25. -

It cannot begin Phase I, however, wrthout some assurance

subject Rear Parcel, Phase ITI. This will require a change in
Slnce
CFI's need for the immediate cxpunsion under Phase I is urgent
and critical, it must have that assurance now. The only way
_to obtain it is by hav1ng a petition for rezoning considered
outsxde of the restraints of the cycle filing requirements of

Batimore County Code, Section 22- 24 and by lifting the suspension

The fore901ng constitutes an emergency 81tuation for CFI.-

‘-Dear Chairman Dryden.-'

Citicorp Financxal, ‘Inc. has delivered the aboveventitled

fafPetition for Reclassification to the Zoning Commissioner of @
- Baltimore County pursuant to the Rules of Procedure of the e
,COunty Board of Appeals ot Baltimore County. .

:of this- request and sometimes referred to hereafter as the'“

: Rear Parcel) from Exxon *hicb owned both Parcels.T The busxness.fi-

of CFI 1s grow1ng at such a rate, however, that it w111 not

'but does not have zoning permitting 1t to do so. If it cannot

It has to expand now' It wants to do so 1n Baltimore County,

get the zoning it requires promptly, it w111 be required to

e BT e

S : S . ooa- R o S con51der nmovin '
It is requested ‘that the Planning Board certify to the County L . AR be able to maintain its Regional Headquarters at SUCh locatlon ' : R 9 its regional headquarters ko' ane’ of the other
-Counc11 that early action upon such Petition is manifestly required - : e
in the public interest and because of an emergency existing for - : S+ unless 1t can expand "To this end. it acQuired subject Rear N
-~ Petitioner pursuant to the provisions of Baltimore County Code, 35f°’ - oo h _ = o '
. Section 22-24(i) for the reasons set forth in the attached memorandum - R Parcel in April, 1983"" LT l.l
7+ 80 that such Petition may be exempted from the regular cyclical . - ° '
rﬁgocggure of SU?sect;ons (c¢) through (h) of Section 22-24 and also -
- ) o e suspension o reclassification—
:under Section 22-25 of such Code. - petition flllng required

political subdivxsions which are actively soliciting 1t

That 1mmed1ate con51deration of CFI's petition is manifestly

© I HEREBY CERTIFY that the above resolution was_duly adopted by the Baltimore
';”:cqunty Planning Board at its meeting in Towson, Maryland, on July 21, 1983. -

July 21, 1983 7’3'1:“ (( ,é’aau
Date - .. . .—;‘jmf',jff'. ;fx' NormanlE. Gerber

i Secr'etar'y ot‘ the Baltimor'e County Planning [ T R T DU oL LR L A -
S Board oo T T R S & R Richard A.. Rexd

_ A S required in the ublic’ 1ntere

It now seeks to have 1t rezoned from D R -16 to 0 1 in'f""" ' F = 15 aPPareﬂt “hen one Conslders
-what is at stake for Baltimore C .

_order to (a) have sufficient floor area ratio to eapand 1ts ounty (OFT o emP1°¥5 650

_people in its existing facility on York Road. ComPIEtiOHJQf

| Very truly yours, i existing facility by an addition thereto to satisfy its 1mmediate

Phase I will add 300 new people to the work force. Completion:'

'needs,JPhase I, and (b) have sufficient zoned land to accommodate

) fof the two new office buildi
its anticipated future requirements of two additional office B lngs o subJect wlll create 650- 350

SRS L e T T e e ey ___,-«” g:-ﬁ;-hg S B ; DT ,jObS-f None Of the ex anSIDn w11
o phRkeg U T mie DT e B e T B S/ I buildings to be Iocated on subnect Rear Parcel- Phase II. -" - I ’ 1 roguire any public ESSiStance"

If CFI cannot erpand at the existing site, it w111 have Lo |

T E i T : SRR DI : S o R 1W0vsTON, MUELLER,
L1/ nctually nall portior Ceubiect tract. i oo M McLeawaReo :relocate its Reg1ona1 Headquarters, This would result in a
i : ' - . R M. Bvgnbhatintel) S , el T e s0e R S - -~ : _
_ zoned 0 1.~ ”a_':\l?l; B T e i Corm e, YT ___;:ﬂ_: R _ _

S mzcaasyy |y T T P S S e T A T avr0e-asrs




" RCYSTON, Muctu:n.|

MCLEAN & REID
SUITE 600
102 w, PENM. AVE.

© TOWSOW, ManvLang .

21204.4875
DL e23aeco

;IOSs-of 650 existing jobs and up to _.1,150 new jobs created at
no expénse to Baltimore County. In addition, Baltimore County
would not gain the addition to its real propérty tax oase
represented‘ by three new office buildings, and, since such

buildings would house computer operations, would lose the

| potential for increased personal property taxes.

for offices for the Headquarters of CFI's Mid-Atlantic Division
will be in.harmony-with other useslin the neighborhood. It, of
course, represents a.logical extension of the 0-1 use now
enjoyed by CFI's existing facility on the York Road Parcel.
Across Cross Campus Drive from the subject to the west is the
former Blue Cross Building in an 0-1 zone and the institutional
uses of Towson State. To the south, subject is joined by the

: institutional uses of St. Joseph Hospital. To Lthe west and at
a different elevation than the subject are the Valley View
iApartments, the entrance to which, from Cross Campus Drive,
tOgether with the topography, would serve to separate them from

i the proposed use of subject..

_ } o
of Raltimora County, from an wone 1o an

It is submitted that the proposed zoring and use of subject

Richard A. Read

Suite 600

102 West Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
823-1800

Attorney for Petitioner

BALTIMORE COQUNTY

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

494-3648

 ROBERT L. HANNON

DIRECTOR

July 7, 1983

‘Mr. Kenneth D. Dryden, Chairman
Baltimore County Planning Board

4th Floor - New Courts Building

: Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear Mr. Dryden" ‘

| This letter is written in behalf of Citicorp Financial, Inc. (CFL),
~ which operates its Mid-Atlantic Division from facilities at 7720 York

Road, Towson. This operation is a regional headquarters serving l-iaryland.

:Pennsylvaoia. Delaware, Virginia, West Virginia, and the District of

" Columbia. CFI employs approximately 650 persons housed within its

existing building of 120 000 square feet- .

In April of thia year, ‘representatives of CFI met in my office and

informed me of their intention to expand their existing facility in:

“two phases, ' The outcome of this expansion would benefit Baltimore County
. in several ways. The obvious benefits are in job creation and expansion

e “of the tax base. " In addition to guaranteeing the retention of the
existing 650 positions, expansion would create up to 1,150 new jobs

within occupational categories to which both our educational fnstitutions
and public job retraining programs are targeted. Additional benefit

- is gained by the County from the prestige of hosting the reglonal
.- headquarters of a nationally recognized firm such as Citicorp Financial,
7" Ince. This recognition, enhanced by the support of local government
", in accommodating businuss needs, is a necessary ingredient in a successful
. program of externally marketing Baltimore Couoty for economic growth

and developmeni. .

| 'I‘his office emphatically endorses CFI's expansion program and urges the

,"h:__',_I-lanning Board to make appropriate certificatfion to the County Council
o for early action on CFl's Petition for Reclassification. :

. If this office can provide further information that would be helpful - -
"_:'._to Planning Board action, I would be most anxious to respond.

Rega rds . |

MA;QLW

"ROBERT I.,. HANNON
Directol:‘

e el o e T W - v -w el U e WA e -—————— AW E al e - - Ay —
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T SPECIAL-LACLPTIOIN "TAND JUN - vALLAINGLL

TO THE COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS OF BALTIMORE COUNTY:

The undersignea, legal owner{s) of the property situate in Bailimore County and which is
described in the description and plat attached hereto and made u part hereof, hereby petition (1)
that the zoning status of the herem described property be rz-classified, pursuant to the Zoning Law

0-1 zone
zone, for the reasons given in the attached statement; and-t2y—for a-tpeeim—Exreplis +- en&e-r-tbe

szid -Zonimg {av-amd-Zoning: 'Reg-u-lzrt-ons of Baltimore Connty o use the-hercin desem » d-properiys

and {3) for the reasons given in the attached statement, a variance from the [ollowing secnons of

. the Zoning Law acd Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County:

A

*A"small portion of subject property is already zoned 0-1.

Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by The Baltimore County Code.

I, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Re-classification, Special Exception and/or Variance,
postmg, etc., upon filing of this petition, and further agr~4 to and are to be bound by the zoning
regulations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted + -suant to the Zoning Law for Baltimore

County

Legal Owner(s):
CITICORP FINANCIAL, INC.

Contract Purchaser:

City and State

Attorney for Petitioner:
7720 York Reoad . 337-2600

Address . Phone No.

Towson, Maryland 21204
Signature City and State

];9 ?__Vf?_s_‘f_ﬂ??ﬂﬁé'_];‘{?ﬂl_?. 'ﬁ‘.’f_fl‘_-}_e _____ _  Name, address and phone number of lega! owner, con-

Address tract purchaser or representative to be contacted

. Keith M :
Towson, Maryland 21204 < gggggmgﬁgggggélﬂsmtant

City and State Name

823-1890 = 7720 York_ Road
Address
Towson, Mat'yland 21204

Attorney's Telephone No.:

BABC—Faorm 1

AN

I\*’ I

o

BABIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
mrsn-o#néé coRRESPonoeucs__ |

Thomas Topor'ovich . '- _
July 11, 1983

-t - - -

Aafninis trator

Norman E. Gerber, Director
FROM__.____ .O.f.ﬁice_of..El.annin.g..and.ZQDins

- Zoning Reclassification Petition: Citicorp Financial Inc.

-_Q_._Qa;,. 7o 1 A

. At its meeting on July 7, 1983, the Ad hoc Committee on Master
Plan and Zoning Map of the Baltimcre County Planning Board voted to recommend
that the Planning Board certify to the County Council that early action

on the subject Zoning Reclassification Petition would be in the public interest.
I would appreciate your tentatively scheduling this item for Council consideration

at its August meeting, subject to ravorable action by the Planning Board at its
) meeting on July 21, 1983. ‘ . _

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

ém«..&v(dz&

E. Gerber
Director of Planning and Zoning

NEG: JH cav

- ¢cs The Honorable Donald P. Hutchinson
l':ount},r Executive . R

"B. Melvin Cole o
County Administrative Officer

. William T. Hackett-, Chairman
; CQunty Board of Appeals

Y Leonard S. Jacobson
_-_County Solicitor

" John W. ‘Hesstan, III
People s Counsel -

B James E. hver\/'
i Zoning Supervisor

Richard A. Reid, Esquire

Baltimore County Zoning Map D.P.

Portion of 200 Scale Map NE 9A .
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-
- B2.2Z33SPHA

N 32930

"E2738

3.5

OFFICE OF PLANNING & ZONING _'

- TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
494- 3353 e

ARNCX.D JABLON
- ZONING COMMISSIONER

Richard A. Roid. E-qulro
102 W, Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, Muyhad 21204

Dear _Mr. Reid:

E—,:‘-!" o —a-.u_}

"This is to advise you that’

October 25, 1983

Ret Potltion for Reclassification

SW/corner York Road and Crou _

Campus Drive a _
Citicorp Financlal, Inc, - Pol:ltioncr
Case No. R-84.120.

fa*-w

'$122.78 s due for advertising and poating )

of the above property This fee must be paid before an Order is iuued

Please make the check payabio to baitimore Cou.nty Maryland and

reinit to Mrs. Arlene January, Zoning Office, Room 113, County Office Builchng, '

Towson, Maryland 21204. before the hearing. K

| Smcerely. '

” .-ALTIMORE counrv vauno
" OFFICE OF FINANCE - REVENUE DIVISION

MISCELLANEOUS CASH RECEIPT - -

RECEIVED

.m.,Mttl Esquire

g Adnrtialn; & Poating Case !&-84-120

" .
et wmls bl - iy s o wd -
»

-
"_."“'-"-—-& -~ e )

S3E oppa Road
Towc a 21204
Telephone 31-=296-3313

Lang Planning Consuitants
Landscape Architects
Eng-reers

DESCRIPTION "

§.94 Acre Parcel
Cross Campus Drive Ne2ar York Road
Rioth Electiom District
Baltimore County, Maryland

-

BEGINNING for the sauce at the Loteruction of the r0ning line
vhich divides the O-1 and D.R. 16 zones and the South side of Cross
Campus Drive, said poiot being located 487 feet more or less as
weasured along the South side of Cross Campus Drive from a fillet
conaecting said South side of Cross Campus Drive and the West side of
York Road, thence leaving said zoning line and running with and
binding on said South side of Cross Campus Drive and also on part of
the seventh and the eighth lines of the outline of a parcel of land
described in a deed dated December 1, 1977 from Greater Towson
Realty, Inc. to Exxon Corporation and recorded among the land records
of Baltimore County in Liber E.H.K., Jr. 5832 folio 363 (1)
Rorthwesterly by a curve to the right with the radius of 1,299.33
feet and the length of 95 feet more or less, (2) North 55 degrees 29
minutes 07 seconds West 83.67 feet, thence leaving said South side of
Cross Cawpus Drive and running and binding on the ninth, tenth,
eleventh, twelth, first and part of the second lines of said
aforementioned outline, (3) Southwesterly by a curve to the left with
the radius of 15.00 feet, the length of 23.56 feet, the chord of said
curve being south 79 degrees 30 minutes 53 seconds West 21.21 feet,
(4} Southwesterly by a curve to the right with the radius of 130.00
feet, the length of 108.91 feet, the chord of said curve being South
58 degrees 30 minutes 53 seconds West 105.75 feet, (5) Korthwesterly
by a line curving to the right with the radius of 530.00 feet, the
length of 291.32 feet, the chord of said curve being North 81 degrees
44 minutes 20 seconds West 287.66 feet, (6) South 24 degrees 38
minutes 30 seconds West 445,92 feet, (7) South 65 degrees 21 minutes
30 seconds East 447.65 feet and (B) South 52 degrees 15 minutes 00
seconds East 170 feet more or less to a point on said afporementioned
zoning line thence binding therecn (9) Northeasterly 280 feet more or

less and (10) Northeasterly 365 feet more or less to the place of
beginning.

Containing 6.94 acres of land more or less.

UL -.,..'
y

S U Mg,

June 7, 1983

Our File No. 83038

h TTYT e )

County Board of Appeals of Baltimare County
Koom 260 Court House . |
Towson, Hargland 21204
(301)494-3180

Jowary 16, 1984

Richard A, Reid, Esq.

102 W, Pennsylvonia Ave.

Towson, Md. 21204 ' . '
' - Re: Case No. R-84-120

Dear Me. Reid: Citicorp Financial, Inc.

Enclosed herewith is a copy of the Opinion and Order
: possed today by the County Board of Appeo!s in the above entitled case.

S e e e

Very rruIy yours,

(,. ’iM k/?n.&’\./

. June Holmen, S_ecrerory

" Encl. -
ccs C. Keith MclLendon

Peter Zimmerman, Esq. ,
The Hon. Donald P. Hutchinson -
B. Melvin Cole
Malcolm F, Spicer, Jr., Esq.
‘A. Jablon - - _

- dodung
- J. Dyer
N. Gerber

'J. Hoswell
Barbora Keman




-ROYSTON MUELLER, MCLEAN’ 8 REID
| ATTORNEYS AT LAW = - =

m%:;{ ;%‘g_’g’; _ 102 WEST PENNSYIVANIA AVENUE SR orcowmme 0
R Ton Mctta T Ce it TOWSON, MARYLAND 21208 o i O L Askew: . ©
RICHARD A REID - o L -
. E.HARRISON STONE © /- P50 070 % o (306} 823-1800
© MILTON ROSMITH IR - 0 707 . .

€. 8. KLINGELHOFER. fII:
i"momsucoououu-! L : ; ) A S
*/ . LAWRENCE F, HAISLIP g:77gg,-"f‘ © - November 14, 1983
;» William T. Hackett, Chairman
. County Board of Appeals
Room 200 = ¢
.- 0lde Court House : :
*;gTowson, Maryland 21204

v Citicorp FinanCial, Inc.

:*f Dear Chairman Hackett.
s I have reviewed Baltimore County s Traffic Study for York
. Road and Burke Aveaue with Petitioner's Traffic Consultant. Our
'interpretation of the data furnished is as follows:

Evening Peak Hours Morning Feak HOurs

Northbound c . _Northbound A
* Southbound C = . : Southbound B
Eastbound D - o Eastbound B
Westbound B S Westbound D

, Accordingly, there is only one D rating in the morning and one
" in’'the evening for the four turning movements. By copy of this letter,
-I am asking Mr. Flanigan to notify you if he disagrees with the
fcregOing concluSions.

. Also, I ‘would 1ike to comment that the concluSions reached by
Baltimore County indicate that the intersection is operating at level
~ of service D which would permit the development sought by Citicorp.
' On the other hand, I do not think that traffic conditions are a
valid reason for denying rezoning., Baltimore County's Growth Manage-
- ment Law prohibits the issuance of building permits in areas impacted
by failing traffic conditions. It is at that time that traffic
. becomes a conSideration and not upon conSideration of a Petition for
*Rezoning.

- g %3 S o _ Very. truly yours,
“‘ @fﬁ':e - - | ,/f;%ZZ;E7ii;/1—zp//
% 30 o ~ Richard A. Reid

o RAR/keg o o .
egs Mr Michael S. Flani in and Peter Max Zimmerman, Deputy People s Coun.

 David L. Kneek - 231 Linden Avenue 301-321-0663
-.-Pnesrdent B . Towson, Maryfand ' o
e R 21204

‘ffrebruary 13, 1984

'“rWilliam T. Hackett Chairman ' :
'Board of Appeals of Baltimore County
-+~ Room 200
- Court House o
iTowson, MD 21204

RE:n'Case No. R-840-120  Item #12
-~ citicorp Financial, Inc." o
Cross Campus. Drive and York Road

':Dear Mr. Chairman," . & _ > 7

FiThe Greater Towson COuncii of Community Associations is an'
umbrella organization comprised of twenty community -

. associations in the greater Towson area representing the
'rights and interests of residents in our community.

'f:We are reguesting that the Board of Appeals re-open the o
. hearing of this case, an appeal by Citicorp Financial,. Inc..
'.;for a change of. zoning of their property from DR- 16 to 0- l

We contend ‘that in the absence of any prior notice from any -
county department. the Board of Appeals, or even the
People's Counsel that the hearing procedure was incomplete.
# The - surrounding community associations should have been  ~. -
" consulted, especially since Citicorp was granted this appeal_j
5 based on a change of character in our neighborhoods. :

v We appeared at the public hearing on October 25 1983.

" that. time, no indication was made by.the Planning Board: or :-;
any county employees that Citicorp was withdrawing from the
regular process, although the October 5th notice sent to the

“People's Council would indicate that there was knowledge by
fsome.; Indeed, the Assoclation.was reassured by the plak
sheets, for the Fourth Councilmatic bistrict, distributed"

‘that evening that the Citicorp matter was going through. the;;:.pwe._

_Regular Cyclical Process as ltem 4- 11, - Further, members of
' the Assoclation had discussed many issues with' various .
relevant county agencies and were. not advised of any appeal

ﬁWe consider the charge by Citioorp that the character of the
neighborhood has "dramatically™ 'changeuito be totally :

@nunig @ansrh nf g\p}-zala of ?n!ltmnrz (ﬂuuntg

Room 200 Cnurl;ﬁnun
Euhlun,gﬂsrghnh2i204
(301)494-3180

November &, 1983

*Richard A.‘Heid,'Esquire

102 W. Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson,-jMaryland 21204

Re: Case No. R-B4~120
Citicorp Financial, Inc.

Dear Mr. Reid: r”,' . f_ o e

. ‘Enclosed herewith is a copy of the traffic

study which we received today from People's Counsel.

Very truly yours,

Eaith T. Eisenhart, Adm. Setretary

BALTI MORE COUNTY MARYLAND

OFFICE OF FINANCE - REVEN e
UEDN|mN .
- MISCELLANEOUS CASH RECEIPTSL'

ﬁ '“fi'c.-» 1:‘.?{. \1

2 J_‘i? f:,
e B
Fﬁﬁcpfrfa . 421%;Q{k/zz IE}

B~-nin--.:-!0090:n aZtsi i

vALloAﬂolu OR BIGNATURE OFCAsmgn e - g

t. E . . R e

Voass o . B R ) RE e

‘j"Page Two - e
- February 13,‘1984

'RE: Case No.‘R 840?120 ‘Item #12

: without foundation. We also consider'testimony presented to

the Board by Citicorp experts, in areas such as traffic, to
be so inaccurate and misleading as to constitute a massive
danger to the health, safety and well-being of our
‘residents, and to be the greatest assault on the integrity
.of the zoniong maps ever experienced in Towson.

rThe precedents of this case, if allowed to stand without
input from the communities, threaten due process. The

' charge made by Citicorp, that the neighborhood has changed

drastically, threatens our future well- being asd’ weli L3-8
other co, unities throughout the county.; B

David L Kreek, President

L *1Joanne Suder, AB .
williams R. Evans, AB -piana K, Vincent, AB
-patricia E. Phipps, AB - . Leroy B. Spurrier, AB

"Hon.‘Donald P. Hutchinson"f“.B Melvin Cole, . COunty
T ST pdmin, Office

- Hon, Ronald B Hickernell‘,-f Hon. Gary Huddles - =

. Hon, James T. Smith, Jr. . ~Hon., Barbara F, Bachur .

- Hon, Norman W, Lauenstein: = Hon, Eugene W. Gallagher

. Hon. John W. O'Rourke =~ . * Thomas Toporovich

. Norman E. Gerber, OPZ Hoke Smith, Pres., TSU

"Eon. Clarence Long - Hon. Donald K, Hughes -

*Keith S. Franz, AB

x'Hon._Thomas B.~Kernanl”;_"i-; Hon. Martha Klima .-¢: ' ..

-Phyllis Friedman,

Hon. F. Vernon Boozer
SRR S S People s Counsel

FE R

~ 7T0: R Assistent Traffdc Engineer'w'

'sziif:noiz:COus:r“.naatiant

Lo DoEROTFICE CORRE SPONDEN
Mr. €. Richard Moore C:

hATELBovemter ¥, 19!3

FROM: o w:.c -y ST’L’DY GROUP

INTIRSECTION.Burke Avenue and York Road ‘DATE OF STUDY: November 1 1583
L]

Burke Avenue is s tvo-lane undiv:ldgd county road \rith a

-

_' ' Jg:; 5nd ;;gh; turn Iane U!B. Burke Avenive EfB i a four-lane divided county
________zgaf with 2 lef, turn iane and right vield York Road 1is a four-lane

nndixided state road with left turn arrows in both directions.

The signal functions as a 6 phase li;ht Cycle lengths 4n
the norninz vas spproximately 94 lecunda long. In ) ::ma.
| leconds long. P Be the afterooon they vers appro tely

-

The pe.i hours vere 7130 to 8:30 A.x. and 4745 05745 p.

Ihe peah flow vas N[B 'Aa " York Road - durin
g the mornin k hour; and N/B
Xork Road durina the sfternoon peak hour. § peak hour; and B/3_ on

IDADEDCYGE5.

York noad S '{ - _ Burke Avenue
NORTHBOUND _ SQUTEROUND - " EASTBOUND WESTEOUND

32

272

| 4730-5:30 .
TURNING TRAFFIC

AM. 36% X C 127 X 61 zlgg __g_

P.M. 293 141 8 _ X R SRS SN ) S

The vesather wvas CLEAR . Pedestrian traffic was

AM, and . trucks in the P.M.

MINIMAL « Omn o there were trucks io the A.M,
and trucks in the P.M. Unm There were ~ in the.

/.Eusc- -—of—-* -‘SEA?W"‘-"— __
zseéad 25£:‘E¢2h4rs42>

- PeOpleis Counsel for Baltimore Co.

| Inipe paiter O the Alleationof. | - gN B CIRCUIT COURD.
"Citicorp Financial, Inc. for reclaesification S ,IN Tﬂs.cxncqi? COURT
ted o :
on the SW Corner York EHoad & Cross Campus
" Drive, 9th Dist¥dot ‘
. Zoning Case Yo, R-B4-120

Coinxz Board of Appeals of Baltimore Co -

FOR

BALEIHORE COUNTY

',}‘:Dockst 16 Folio 117

' NOTICE OF FILING OF RECORD -

Phyllis Cole Friedman

.'Peter Max Zimerman '

County Board of Appeals of Balto, Co.

In accordsnco with Haryland Rulo ot Procedure 312. you are notified that

‘"*;:,the rscoru in tho abcvo entitled case vas ziled on - Feb;gggx721 1984

\ ‘{i;itklarLAAii

'vTrue Copy“ Tesi' o
' , JR., Clerk

iy F
1 "“ norsrou. uuru.rn. HthAN a nt:o = S 0h
i-“‘t‘.l“aie’“ ij’“ mu 2 a*‘:“.-. ‘,_- . AR
: ‘ A,*mw:stmnvmmrm BT
1owmmiunmnnuanMAma,‘t’:‘“‘
(“* Do w0 S FTy

L

e

h

]

'! JEEL
o

e g
R
N t.,n

.wns«er,

e

21204 ;,;:_ |
,--'-:.,w et

In scoordanct vith our' tolo‘pbnno oomrntion or this. dsto.‘ ‘
T an ‘anclosing herewith our check made payable to you
‘of.$200,00 as a down paymeant for the transoript of the tesatimony'

% "’7‘ 4n the above-entitlad appesal. We understand.that there will be "’

a charge of an extra §1.00 a page for you and your.typist to r“

¢ with our request that the transcript be propa.rod 48° 3000 a8 poss 1...»‘.

4 You’ adviud that’ you. wculd have \it co-plotod a ru-a_ by 'rhurlday,,,-

: rBy oopy o! this I.nttor I .am nking ldith 'r. xinnhart. ?
: trntin Secretary of the Board, to take potice that we are oxtonding AP
;) ‘sffort to expedite.the nppul and ask.that the other documents:
¥ 2 o2 t0 be forwarded to the Cimit Court for ssltinou Countr bo'
‘rudy“!or,,tiiing on mtgdntc. o ; d
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 COUKTY _BOAR%"&EF?APPEALS ¥
KIS A NS

s 1

If & settlement is reached prior 1o the héaring date. the A_ssiﬁnrbent o1 igé Ifni:st be.nmific‘;(l/il‘r‘:"n.medi.a;i‘:?y. All setilerhept@ must be puit on

- the record if no order of satisfaction is filed prior to trial. -7 .
Phy’
Poter

COUNTY COUNCIL OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

COUNTY COURT HOUSE, TOWSON, MARYLAND 2104

$ to the atlent_ion

'L&iu-zssi’

il ca

COUNCIL OFFICE: +94-3108
DUNDALK INSTRICT OFFICE: 284-0281
10 DUNMANWAY. P.O. BOX S086

" DUNDALK, MD 21222

JOHN W. O'ROURKE
COUNCILMAN, SEVENTH DISTRICT

;ti;-e will not l":ghsti“tutp:'

o

If the above date is not ngréeable to 'n.ny cbunsél. a request for " lpo‘sl‘pun'e'mé‘ni MUS'i‘ BE MADE ]N.WRITING to thé Asagnment -

Assipnment — Non-Jury -— Motions .

" Freddie Grove ' -

Assignment — Jury — Motions .
. Marcla Fennell -0

irene Summen _ 494-2661

“Towson, Maryland, 212040754 - o/

: Assignment = Non-Jury — Motions -

‘Freddie Grove .. i i

» As‘ai_stant‘ _CI_,H& Typist

. Assistant Clerk Typist . -

mor;uﬁm. wman, Bea. . 0 L e

" Kathy Rushion — 484-2660

" Kathy Rushton — 434-2660
" Assignment =~ Jury — Motions

..o - Marcia Feanell - o -

 Aswistant Clerk Typist -
. Irene Summers

February 21, 1984

binding settlement, including elients and *

ER OF JUDGE FRANK E. CICONE. Please direct all inquiri¢s to the atiention

iease direct all inquir;n o the ativelion

'binding‘ ] uitleﬁl;hi: mcludmgcl'enm lnd

(_'-(JN E Please direct all inquirie

]

Witliam T, Hackell

Chainman -

Boand of Appeals of Baltimone Coundy
Courthouse :
Towson, Maryland 21204

i

N 15 DAYS OF TRIAL must be made to Lhe attenisen of the

o e

FRANK E. C1

Dean Mr, Hackett,

-
’ |

What is the status of case numben R-840-120, Item 127

Are the atlegations neferned to by Mr., Kreek, president of
ihe Greaten Towson Councdil of Community Assocciations, founded?
1§ they are, what rnemedies can be made?

T

* ASSIGNMENT OFFICE .~

~ COUNTY COURTS BUILDING -
STPONEMENTS WITHIN 15 DAYS OF TRIAL must be made to the attention of the

'P.O.Box 6754 . .

_P.O.Box 6754 -

Sincerely,

vhn &. 0'Rounke.
uncilman, 7th Distndict

- 401 Bosley Avenue
ER ORDER OF JUIxX

"~ P.O. Box 6754

ed, POSTFONEMENTS WITHIN 16 DAYS OF TRIAL must be made to the attention of the " .
 Towson, Maryland, 21204-0754

Director of Central Assignments — Joyce Grimm — 4943497, . - .

* 401 Bosley Avenue

401 Bosley Avenue

. ASSIGNMENTOFFICE .
.- COUNTY COURTS BUILDING - .~

| r‘m 24, 1984,

Bl

Kay 78, 1984,

*

Towson, Maryland, 21204-0754 « . 7

NON JUEY - 84 N 62 ~ PEOPLE'S COUNSAL FOR BALTO 0O, $ CoX _ ‘

" ASSiGNMENT OFFICE

 COUNTY COURTS BUILDING - -
NS PER ORDER OF JUDGE FRANK E. CICONE.

L E

vscumrmormu.sorm. CO0.

Pelday,July i;. 1984.0 9:50 o

All counsel must secure the attendance of all hﬁrties nﬂemry to e‘(feﬂ‘n‘

. Hnndq. May 28, 1984, B 9130 s,
iﬁust lecur:e the attendance of n‘ll pni-tiéa nrcemry to effect & bindin mﬂemﬁl. inchuding clents snd

JWO/ma
ce: Mrn., Kreek

Counsel] shall cqh_lhcf each other_ immediauziy to conform calenders; Claim of not recf’ivi'ng- notice ufr'il'l not conatitute - .

Couniél shall ébnm‘gt'éach‘- n_th,er imme-_diawiy;i.d 'cur‘afurnj”c_;fendérs._ Claim ﬁf_ nnt .r_e-ce’ivihtg n

CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY "
_ CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY . -

' CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY .~

s A pbagno

Counsei shall contact each other immediately to conform eslenders. Claim of not receiving notice will pot constitute

All counse! must secure the atw'ndnnce' of all pnrhes .neceésﬁfs" m.eﬁe'é.t‘ ab

All cm;nsel

County :Bonr& of Lppuh of Mtoco, _
(
County Boardofworm“. Co. L . S e o8

Petor Max Zimmerman, Faq.

'Rihard A, Betd, Esqe
Richard L.wa,g,q,

its Gola Peiedmn;

fm{;me'ungemm'mﬁmormMmcmmrmML.mnu

 Comnty Board of Appeals of Balto, Co.

.
.

-'G:..' :
" 1f the above date is not agi‘eéable 1o any cdunsél. a req.ut-s't ‘f‘o'fwa-‘boél‘poh”er\:wnt MUST BEM A.DE I.N Wlil"l"[NG to the Asmznment

*Office AS SOON AS POSSIBLE, with a copy o all counsel involv
If a settlement is reached briur to the ‘heaﬂring date. t_he Ass:gnment ._Ufﬁee h_&uél_ be ml‘)t.if ied" immédiatelj. AKII‘ seitlerﬁéu;ts mﬁéiﬁb;pht nn

. the record if no order of satisfaction is filed prior totrial. ~ ... = .~ 0 e ST

If the above date is not ag-eeable to any counsel. » request for a postponement MUST BE MADE IN WRITING o the mm

If & settlement is reached "p'ri'or to the hearing date. the Assikmi‘wnt Office must be.notified immfdialel-y, All settlrments must be pul o’

" the record if no order of satisfaction is filed prior to trial.

@l a

S POSSIBLE., with a copy to all counsel involved. PO

- Divector of Central Assignments — Joyee Grimm — 494-3497,

- Ofice AS SOON A
R R

Ay ZAMN
g 10 Quv0d AINROY
e o ana oo

e

Note: Corrected notics, cass asaigned ' mn right of way basis . This s 13 &n agreed " 1 counnel dlte. o o "N

- UPON RECEIPT OF THIS NOTICE:

_reason for postponement. .
- POSTPONEMENTS:

" insurance representatives. THERE WILL BE NO EXCEPTIONS PER ORD

< of Jobi Adams. i B
"UPON RECEIPT OF THIS NOTICE:

“ reason for pustponement. -

* SETTLEMENT CONFERENCES:

- SETTLEMENTS:

] Satt.lemenl Court

" POSTPONEMENTS: -

.- insurance representatives. THERE WILL BE NO EXCEPTIONS P

. of Jphi Adams. .
. insurance representatives, THERE WI_LL BE NO EXCEP‘HO

UPON RECEIPT OF THIS NOTICE:
“of Jobi Adwma. e

 SETTLEMENT CONFERENCES:
- reason for pq;leqnemer;__t.: s

SETTLEMENT CONFERENCES: -

SETTLEMENTS: *

. Masters Assignment Clerk

- Civil Assignment Commissioner -~ . .

- Settlement Court ...
) Marli ‘H-arﬂs ;'494'-'5682 .

" Masters Assignmaent Cierk - . :
Medi_:{_:a] ﬂe_corda o G
 HEARING DATE:

ON THE FOLLO

 Marla Harrls — 494-2662

- Civil Asgignmant Commissioner

" Jobl Adams — 4'94-2.66‘0.

 SETTLEMENTS:

LB

Office AS SOON AS POSSIBLE, with a copy to all counse) involved. POSTPONEMENTS WITHI
~ Director of Central Assignments — Joyce Grimm — 494-3497. . . '

‘Morla Harvie — d494.2882 oo
s Aot G

* POSTPONEMENTS:

A

' Mtimore Cannty, Maryland®
' PEOPLE'S COUNSEL - '

RM. 223, COURT HOUSE
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

October 5;' 1983 : - S ‘
a ¢ 73 ATLANTIO REFOBTER, %4 SERIES
' Ito cmiaL subsequent building of u

second gasoline station, rezoning for , - :
. store near intersection and intensificaticy -

260 Md. ™3

Lew HELLER ot al. owner of 5 5.6 acre plot of |

 TuL 4942188
h o borthwest corner of Benfie'

JOHN W. HESSIAN, 1l o '
. KEELLER v. SEGNER

Richard A, Reld, Esquire : ‘ | o | "B s
102 West Pennsylvania Avenue - _ N | fg::;n;:;:racizxﬁ | |
Towsoa, M.‘"h" 2i204 - o I - - _ November 17, 1983

"NOTICE OF HEARING

Re: Petitdoa for Reclagsification :
SW/corner of York Road and Croes
Campus Drive . o
' Cliticorp Finaneial, Inc. - Petitloner
- Case No, R-84+120"

* The Honorable S
~ william T, Hackett, Chairma -
Board of Appeals of Baltimore County
~ Room 200, Court House :
~ Towson, Maryland 21204

. RE: Citicorp Financial, Inc., Petitioner
7 Case No. R=84-120 (ltem 12)

o | Dear Mr. Hucke_tl;zl B
lo;oo A M, : - o S R e 'The;evcord is now complefe in the above case, s‘bﬁthar it is ripe for de'cision.
| o T S . T o - We shall not file any further written memorandum, SR f

L Aol argument, we referred to the cases of Heller v, Segner, 260 Md. 393, -
Sl 272 Ag2d 374 (1971), and Cardon Investments v, Town of New Market, 55 Md. App.
e 573 (1983), copies of which are enclosed. These perfain fo change in the character of
0 . the neighborhood. Wewould also refer to the fact that the Circuit Court for Baltimore
5 County on November 8, 1983 affirmed the Board's denial of a petition for reclassification

' Wednesday, November 2, 1983

Room 218, Courthouse, Towson, Maryland

o et e o g . . PRI | o L7 on the Soley property at the northeast corner of York Road and Aigburth, in close proxi- . -

| - :ﬁﬂ : Podpl_c'n. Counsal mity to the subject property. While So!ez involved a number of issues, one of the issues
;‘).,._ hood to warrant office rezoning.

") Vs -:._:. B R As to the traffic conditions at York Road and Burke Avenve, s interpreted under A
: - ... Baltimere County procedures {level of service "D") or under the Petitioner's interpretation -~ - .
. (direction), traffic remains a maiter to be considered, particularly in light of other proper- - = -~ :

. William T. Hackett, Chairman

: CO‘“‘FY B93Td of Appeals - fies already in the process of development or newly developed in the ngighborh_o_od.

Very trul

v

' Enclosures
‘_-:f ccr Rlchard A. Reid, Esquire : N

R - Ortder afﬁrmgd.

U 1. Zenlag 2168 . -

was whether or not there had been a significant change in the character of the neighbor- - B

. 2. Zening @:}60

- Having said that, we await the Bodrd's decision at its earliest c';ohvenien';o,u L

o - peter Max Zimmerman R

o ~ Deputy People's Counsel R

* Charies SEGNER st al
' Ne. 199

Court of Appeals of Maryland.
Jan. 13, 1671

County Board of . Appeals granted
changes in zoning classifications from resi-
dential to commercial to permit filling sta-
tion and shopping center on the property,
and neighbors in the area protested. The
Circuit Court for Anne Arundel County,
W. Harvey Beardmore, J., set aside the

" changes, and parties seeking the rezoning

appealed. The Court of Appeals, Ham-
mond, C. J., held that growth in residential
use sourrounding the property and resul-

tant population increase of area, and inten-

sification of commercial use near intersec-

tion on which property was located were

not type of changes of character of neigh-

" borhood which would justify reclassifica-
- tion. L T

_ Construction of school and one million
gallon water tank were uscs legislatively
permitted as compatible in a residential
area, and were not the type of change of
character of a neighborhood which would
justify reclassification of property at near-

. by intersection from residential to commer-
Ceial BT T

Where arca of interscetion contained
a filling station and various stores at time

"7 of previous rejection of application for
" rezoning of residential land on intersection

1 i"lllial-a. Edward Hickson, Try asd Try

Again, quoted in Tha Home Book of Quo- -

. tations {10th ed 1967), p. 1488. - The . L
2. “Plus, (& change, plus ceut I‘_“"" o
- . chose® - Alphomse Karr, Les Godped

- true suthorship of the famous line bas -

" provem elusive,  One T H Pilmer Iy~

" eredited in H. Ferris, Favorita Poems,
Old and New (106T), p. 040, while

in use of the commerical strip along gne -
strect near intersection did not effect as,
real change in character of the surroundiry
land which would justify the rezonirg
sought. C

1. Zealng =168

Intensification of residential uses of
surrounding property, resulting in large

population growth adjacent to residentn; -
property sought to be rezoned to commercial
to permit filling station and shopping cen.

ter, would not of itself justify or suppon
the commercial rezoning, and maner of
need would become pertinent only after

- sufficient change to permit rezoming ta
. commercial conld be shown.

A ———

.Charles C. W. Atwater, Baltimore {Dar;i

A. Carney and Mylander & Atwater, Bali- -

more, on the brief), for appellants.

Maleoim B. Smitﬁ. Anﬁapolii {Smith & .
Wohlgemuth, Annapolis, on the brief}, io_r -
) appellees. '

" Argued before HAMMOND, C. J. and
" McWILLIAMS, FINAN, SINGLEY and -

DIGGES, JJ.

. HAMMOND, Chief Judge..

_ The appeliants (who seck a rezomng @
" Annc Arundel County from residential o

- commercial) used the spear of perseverans

to attack, advancing beneath their banmf

S proclaiming: “If at first you don't succecd.

try, try, try again”! and the apy elieet
(protesting neighbors) defended with the
shicld of res judicaia, waving their flag
inscribed: “The more things chang®

" more they remain the same.”% In 192 the

Woo&. A Treasury of the Familiaf

©  author remaing unksown.

the

" (1858), p. 104, has it that the q_ri:inl _—

b -runs east and west) and
.Road (which runs north anc
sone the property for commef

. B pamprehensive zoning in 1952
"y feet by some 200 feet at all four §
' ‘ﬁinmitc!ion in the Light Com

s The 1962 application soug §

s Commissioners granted—a ch
& sorthwest corner to Heavy Con:

Saee a9 a filling station) and 2
o fhe rest of the property from .
gised %0 Light Commercial for usc

. gapof 8 shopping center.

fpg- Duckett, in the Circuit C.
Asos Arunde) County, nullified the
of e Commissioners, ruling that t

* joew shown no substantial change
" darscter of the neighborhood s

srigimal comprehensive zoning of 1*

" appesl, this Court affirmed.  Judy

derson said for the Court in

| Comm'rs of Anne Arundel County
. winds, 230 Md. 569, §72, !W AME

. ‘ "'.We tlnnlr. the Chanécllér v-:n )

. i holding that the rezoning
~ mpportable on the record. The ne
" wod is almost solidly residential.

.. ia n tavern on onc corner and :

sation on another * * * TI

" question abuts a proposed cle
"+ achool of 24 rooms and is direct]
- the road from a country club. TF

e evidence at all of mistake in 1
- mal soning in the comprehens:
_sdopted in July 1952, The chang:
0 be established in order to ju:
maing 0 permit the shopping
waa that in recent years some |
formerly farm land, had been

. bor the building of residences,

FSusequent increase in the po

rcial, subsequent huilfiin‘ d
B soline station, rezoning bor .,
intersection and intensificatioy *-

the commerical strip along qf
£ intersection did not eifect -

»

=168

qsification of midu_nial -Q,*
'ing  property. resulting = n

m growth adjacent 1o

sought to be rexoned loud}

« filling station and shopping SR

14 not of itself justify o€

;mercial resoning, and wastenr 4

ould become Fﬂiﬁfm ﬂ -
nt change to permit '“'“,,,

¥

cial could be shown. -
les C. W. Atwater, Baltimors

ney Jﬂd Myhndtf & W *
on the bﬁlnr for 27 )
colm B. Smith, Annapoli (s
-emuth, Annapolis, &8 the

.Mt a8 the Chancellor pointed |
| WeTe increase in population df.

B, e & change in the character
. Weghborhood to justify ancther

. Wuing. See Didlake v, Poveet, .

DL 0 A2 LR T was

re in character of the mrroﬂk
ch would justify the reswing -

Citeas 2AM X34

ceunty Commissioners granted the petition
o¢ the owner of a 56 acre plot of ground
s the northwest corner of Benticld Road
“Lbich runs cast and west) and Jumpers
u-~. Road {which rums north and south)
« -rzonc the property for commercial nse,
v, comprehensive zoning in 1952 had put
"+ ject by some 200 feet at all four corners

.+ the intersection in the Light Commercial -

err The 1962 application sought—and
ae Uommissioners granted—s  change at
A nythwest corner to Heavy Commercial

for use as 3 filling station) and a change

< the rest of the property from Agricul-

s’ to baght Commercial for use as the .

we of & shopping center.

Twige Duckett, in the Circuit Court for
were Arundel County, nullified the actions

 the Uommissioners, ruling that there hed -

w+ shown no substantial change in the
Aarster of the neighborhood since the
w ¢ ~a' comprehensive zoning of 1952 On
wers. ths Court affirmed.  Judge Hen-
#wr wad for the Court in County
a=wz vs of Anne Arundel County v, Fauir-
wnas I3 MJ 369, 572, 187 A 2d B45, 846:

%o think the Chancellor was correct

" & hdtng that the rezoning was not

"weralee on the record. The neighbor-
bt w aimost solidly residential, There
® & uvern on one comer and a filling
Seun ot another * * *  The jot in
_ :::ﬁ:' :huh 3 proposed elementary
- ‘.i Toums and is directly across
y Ty country club. There was
-."'"""-r' M all of mistake in the orig-
g n the comprehensive plan
'.“'"- = July 1952 The change sought
_-"‘:h-hd sr order to justify re-
- o permat the shopping center,
® fecent years some property,

terw lard had been wtilized

teng of Fesidences, with a

gued that because of the increase in popu-
lation 8 need for additional shopping
facilities was demonstrated. But there
was precise testimony that shopping fa-
cilities in the neighborhood were more -
than adequate, and the testimony as to -
public need was based upon general con-

" clusions from population figures that

were not even put in evidence. The
protestants argued, with some force, that
the increase in shopping facilities and
service stations in the area defined ex-
ceeded the increase in population. The
Board made no finding of fact on this
point but only a general finding that
‘conditions have changed'.” :

In 1969 the County Board of Appeals

granted precisely the same changes in
classifications to permit the filling station
and the shopping center that the Commis-
sioners had granted in 1962. Judge Beard-
more set aside the acion again, saying:

“[Tlhis court does not feel that the
[burden] has been met by the appiicant
in this case. The requested reclassifica-
tions are not substantiated by the requi-
site changes in the character of the
. neighborhood.  1f anything, the neigh-
borhood has become more resid-ntial
since 1962.7 S

- Judge Brune for the Court found in
Whittle v. Bd of Zoning Appeals, 211 Md.
36, 43, 125 A.24 41, 4A, that the doctrine of
res judicata applied to the decision of »
court in a zoning appeal, saying:

“It is our view that * * * if there
have been substantial chang:s in fact
and circumstances between the first Zase
and the second, the doctrine of res judi-
cala would not prevent the granting of
the special permit [for a funeral home
on York Road in Baltimore County)
sought by the appellces” o
The changes in the circumstances upon

which the appellees relied in Whistle were
sammarized ir the opinion as follows: (1)
increased commercialiration in the area; -
(2) increased population; (3) decreased
neighborhood opposition; and (4) addi-
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IR coords Comprehensive Rezoning A Presumption

S £ law — ApPEAL - The C‘our;t Mé,r Reverse An
WA hat Is  Arbitrary, ' Capricious. lliegal, Or

B Additional Evidence, The Circuit Court May

ff‘mmomonm,“n&".'_. o

376 ":l[d.'

. tional conditions attach

ed t
the special permit, B ? th.e grant of

that "lavc occur
' S , intens; ficat;
.Th : . on

e c:iogou;t in Whittle held that the con- l.!ong- the south
.‘ wmmo A new stone church to replace ning east from

rarode ore and the addition of a filling Perhaps 1500 feet

containi ™ an area already commercial and  * Seven-Eleven Stgre.
‘ Ing two such stations did not “sh classification €5 Secong
- any substantial chan i L row fom lighe N e,
e nge or increase in com- ¢avy commerc; N
mercializat m : reial of the Ty
that iner oﬂ‘ between‘ 1949 and 1954”; side Of B’Cnfle}d ROﬂd . ’q oy »

o f1::as¢: In population had been urged Hole Road to perm;; ‘ '.Illlsl Cast gy

madectoszs: case; that zoning cannot be INE Station; third th: bu:ldir,
 borss am’e;:;mi on 3 plebiscite of neigh- commercial of 3 I.ot o rte’:om

stringent cor;det‘ the matter of the more JUMPers Hole Road norey ufe o,

itions had no significan to permit the bujlg; Benteew
In Wood! e of an A uilding—noy Yy
awn Area Citizens Ass’n + Ol an Acme Store; and, fin "oy

Board v, all
~ Board, 2:1 Md. 187, 199, 216 Azd | ing by the County of 3 | Yothe

- 157, we reaffirmed the haldin ‘f o 49, water tank 500 feet north ALY

- that there must be signi fin:amtgs ':i hittle  on Jumpers Hote Road o Benteygy
tial change in the character o:nhmbs.tam beyond the tower whi :ﬂd of 2 gohoy v
borhood or such a change ; the '?“B'h' road, Discussing th < f’onts on anvery,.
law if - ‘g-'e in the apphcablc th £ them in inver )

w if the second judicial decision ; ¢ tank and the school are ey
to be the same as the first, and ; :> TOL.ly permitted as compatib] s lepiar
the pragmatic test of si ' ¥ indicated area: we so held ; ema ru;rb_..
whether th _oF significance to be 248 Mg in France v, g,
- ide:' © properties relied ou as changes . 335, 343, 236 A24 736, 7. P
the?r nelf d'I:velopcd in actual use under T

W class: fioati
effect upon ::3;:::‘1':. have any real in a residential zone of
the character of the neigJMi;uhan?e o a character permitted h;m&":““:‘m !
dential.” See a as [resi- even although Ne ordingre
. so Chatham Corporati . eugh not necessarily ¢ .
v. Beltram, 243 Md. 138 2 POTation with a residential ampat e
, , 220 A, 1al develo, : .
The ch ' A2 569, type of change of charal::z:'nr;fls en
2000 fcet"’“;ie:hthat have occurred within borhood which wil Jjustify recl:sn:“ﬁ
ey 3 . : LB
Road and Jum ¢ 1ntersection of Benfield tion.  Agneslane, Inc. v, Lucas, "'rl
Ny mpers Hole Road—and indeed  [2%7 Md. 612, 233 A2d 757] (fire howes
ithin a radius of two miles of the ; Baker v. M 1 (fire hoyee
section—have be. e inter- - Montgomery County Counc:
permitted intcns‘;n \.rery largely those of supra [24] Md. 178 215 AN 33--'
ification of residential use (school); Ley S' S N
::tct: - changes from agricultural use o 23 Md. 145, 198 A2 ;;;n(lgzie; Pe.
: £€s OF manor type houses, with gogue, schoo] . T
sequent large inc ; ) a con- » Parking lot, powerhouse:
record fully sy rease in population. The K.:aslow v. Mayor and Council of Rock
fiﬂding tha'i u‘il;pofts h}udgc Beardmore’s ville, 236 Md. 159, 202 A24 638 (1964
anythj - - -
hood has become ':ormg'. the neighbor. t(:hu;r:h), Montgomery County v, Er
1962, e residential since f, 233 Md. 414, 197 A2d 135 (1%
(armory, motor shed, paved area).”

red Iincg, o
of light =

b

» Su:h as “‘ -

""t

[13 : .
It is well recognized that the Tocge
-

Elt] To support the argument that the
g: ah grewth in residential yge surround-
: ght e property involved raises 3 need for
lwst !:Jeppmg' center that should be satisfied

rezoning sought, the a
) , ppellants
on various commercial and public chanrgi':

2,31 :As far as the building of the sec
ond gasohne station on the south side o
Benfield Road east of Jumpers Hole Roal
—there was one on the north side in 1.
—and the rezoning for the Acme store are
concerned, we paraphrase the Court's words

Tt el W -k Al et

:‘__Syll.ahﬁst . I55Md App. i . 573) Opinion of the Court.

¢ Rezoning — State Law Defines What Consti-

Vg '
»
Side of 81:17“." \,
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3 and aiready 8

 faasion] {a0d vori

mg pres is reside
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e o *lrlod
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m-m That one

.i,w' od ene mare store sit

L 'r‘ busy intersecti

The hm; emsification in use of t-j

" iaf wrip wlong Benfield Road I

ot gifect any real change in theg
- o dr tnd to the west o1 the sou i
o s, which since 1952 has b BB

swircly residential, with the fo
of the imersection at Benfield

- Jumpers Hole Road and a strip @
MY 1d the school are usts

Sebl Road for a short distance

o commercial enclave in its midst [l

e twe corners to the west havs

wtmlly developed). As far :
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gpas) does DR, jn our judg I8
R “’*“dmﬁll change or i

B iercia

N o permit the bui

TRIES

. ﬁrfcd since 1962, Fir-st .&
effect upon the A, of light commereial wsey

th side of Benfield Road rums:

S om Jumpers Hole R~ 3 &

feet, such as the builaing of
ven Store; secand is the 1
from light commercial o
1 of the lot on the wath
14 Road just east of Jumpes
e ; 1ding of & il
third, the rezoning u
of a lot on the cast mdeof 3

. ¥ . Rold nol'th oi Bﬂ‘h&““

he building—not yet
.o Store; and, finally, the
¢ County of a 1,000,000 pelian

500 feet north of Btﬂf“uﬁ‘;
o

« Hole Road and of 2
e tower which fron
l scussing them 19 inverse

ted as compatible in &1
so held in France v.

escerned in relation to incrcasda

Bem, J some six cases at least
i vearg, we have held that inte:
oom hesvy intensification result

papulation growth, of residenti: .

jxxnt to o7 surrounding a reside i

wy sought to be rezoned to ¢
we (often for a shopping cente:
of itself justify or support the ¢
resouing, and that the matter o
tames pertinent only after suffici

thown, See Wright v. McCu

1 A2 365 (1970) [decided D |8

B2 Wells v. Pierpont, 253
B oW V. Mayor

B3 A24 749; Miller v. Abraham

g1dential zone ©
Bl -acter Pemined by £

Bl 1though not necessdfy T8

a residential dewhﬂaah. .
N of change‘tl. chlnd#'_u
S od which will just!
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the

w¥.
Ag'ﬂcshne.;;:m {B

Md. 612, 233 c—#

o r v. Mon!
® permit rezoning to commercic [

001).. w L
Md, 145, 198 A2d
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12, 262 A.24 524; Chapman v. Bdle, 236 Md. 19,

&y County, 259 Md. 641, 271 [8
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| The Board of County Commissieners passed an ordirance

Wl:ing. And What Consequences Flow From That - granting the rezoning. The Town of New Market appealed to

B Only By A Showing Of Mistake Or Change In
ge An 668, § 4.05 (ai. _ p. 588 .
b S o _ rezoning, Cardon Investments appeals.

s As Correction Of A Mistake Of Law Does Not

al-al. .

- N

ei‘:ide The Case. Although the courts must defer
ristrative agency in the resoivtion of disputed

Il terpretation of law is held not to be within the

Bl tive discretion and the legislative prerogative,
T ... p. B90

s Law — A Legislative Body Sitting As A

‘ministrative Agency Whose Authority Is Lim-

S iw — Although The Zoning Hearing May Be
ARR v Passed By The Same Body, It Does Not

:d A.uLPz.o.ﬁty. Tl e pe B8O

Bl Obtain Reclrssification, The Apph‘cant Muat

IESRNINR. bstantial Change In The Character Of The . =
LA _-,' perty is Located Or Thet There Was A Mis-

Clwiﬁai_tian — Md. Code, Art. 668, § 4.05

S p 591

Jo.hh. C M’urpb y, with whom was Harry T. DeMoll on the

brief, for appellant.

- Peyton Paul Phillips for appellees Town of New Market et -
al. Judith A. Armold, Assistant Attorn
whom was Stephen H. Sachs, Attorney General, on the brief,
for appellee Maryland Department of State Planning.

' " Bisor, J., delivered tiig opinion of the Court.

~Cardon Investments appeals a Frederick County Circuit
" Court order that overturned a rezoning of its land. The
- appellees are the Town of New Market (being approximately
- 350 persons residing in and about the Town of New Market) .

ey General, with .

BRI :o1icd for rezoning of a parcel of

B8 uent Legisiative Interpretation Of A Prior .
:Cof.:rt,ASubsequent Statute Purporting To
: arlier One Might Be Of Great Weight In - -
goubt. L T L p 504
| d Zoning Functions Are Different — The . . %1 . LR . Facts
fr Pruposed In The Mester Plan Is Not N | o
B ‘e Zoning Map Until It Is Officially Adopsed . .~
Fhe District Council. .. " - . p. 595 .

’ mt Cnurt for Fredenck County

P operty to be used for a truck stop. ~ - Ff o Town of New Market. - -

and the Department of State Planning (Department), inter- - -
venor in: opposition to the rezoning. .. C

_~ The subject property consists of 6.125 acres of vacant land
" Jocated on the south side of Maryland Route 144 at its inter-
 gection with Maryland Route 75, immediately north of the . -
" Interstate 70 interchange. It is bordered on the east by -
" vacant agricultural land, and on the north, west and south .
"~ by State Roads Commission rights-of-way for Marylaed -
" Route 144, Maryland Route 75 and Interstate 70, respec-
tively. The subject property is just outside the limits of the -

the circuit court, which permitted the Department of State
Planning to intervene. From an order reversing the

" Judgment affirmed. Costs to be paid by appe!lgnt.. -7

" The cause was argued before Lowe, Bisnop and ADKINS,
Jd. - _ :

arch); M
L 233 Md

ronts 00 38T ?

v 2d as follows:

«The other [change claimed to be sig-
n:ficant] is the addition of one filling 75
_ suation [and one store site] in an arca al- '

ONE TWENTY REALTY COMPANY v. BAER Mda 377
Cite na 272 A.2d 377

« W hitdle, P- 16 of 211 Md., p. 46 of 125 Hardesty v. Dunph

readv commercial and already containing

IN]one of the new commercial deveiop-
wents along the * +  * [rJoad * * *
have had any effect upon the residential
character of the neighborhood where the

v

oeotestants live, That one new filling

staz:on [and one more store site] ¢ * *

8

or near a busy intersection already

kaving [one filling station and various
stores] does not, in our judgment, show
a~» substantial change or increase in
cammercislization between [1962 and

e

i

Toe artensification in use of the commer-

L 3

vrip along Benfield Road likewise did

wr eiirct any real change in the character
» % Land to the west or the south or north
® eav which since 1952 has been almost

La i

©’s rendential, with the four corners
= tw cpterscction at Benfield Road and
::?';- ifule Road and a strip along Ben-
. "-: fur a2 shorF distance to the east
. e rc.al enclave in its midst (although

twrners to the west have not been

y, 259 Md. 718, 271 A2d
152; Cabin John Ltd. Partaership v. Mont-
gomery Co., 230 Md. 661, Z1 A2d 174;
Harley v. Aluisi, 259 Md. 275, 269 A.2d

Judge Beardmore was right in holding
{one]) such [station] [and various stores]  the rezoning by the Board to be arbitrary,
. s s, [T}he area is residential, * * capricious and illegal.

Order affirmed, with costs..

260 Md. 400
¥ REALTY COMPANY,

ONE TWENT
: iac. of al.

Eric BAER stal.
Ne. 201.

Court of Appeals of Maryland.
Jan. 13, 1971,

At v e Sy T ¥+ T

Actions in which broker sought to re-
cover commissions from vendor and vendor -
sought damages from broker. The Circuit
Court for Frederick County, lrving A. Le-
vine, J., rendered judgments for vendor,
and broker appealed. The Court of Ap-

Whwmis @raelped).  As far as need is  peats, Hammond, C. J., held, inter alia, that

s dd g P ret

-,
[ 2 .
-~ . 1 cases at least in the last

— e
T =ens:fication resulting in large

L R
oy

aton to increased popula- agency of broker, whose commission de-
N : ' pended on consummation of purchase and

ve held that intensification, who was emplaoyed by vendor as attorney
in pending proceeding to procure rezoning,

Y . . . . ) . .
§'weth, of residential uses ad-  did not terminate upon execution of opticn

— b":""'“n a residential prop-  contract and broker breached his duty to
- rezoned to commercial vendor by failing to disclose facts and in-

gy Bt
bl h’:"’l’l’ma center) will not  formation about optionee’s financial con-
spport the commercial  dition and concerning manipulations which .

‘M

R el oy,

™he matter of need he-  resulted in broker's becoming vendor to

® e ":“" wﬂxlnem change third party and in profit that otherwise
o oy, ommercial has been  might have accrued to vendor.

= ‘“ﬁ':\! v. McCubbin, M4,
t {deerded December 8,
Perpurt, 253 M4, $54,

e v, Abnhl.ml. 257 Md.

P pan v, Mgﬂtgm_
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e VOpiniunoftheCourt.

[55 Md. App.

The case before us began its legal journey on October 9,
1981, when .appellant filed its application for rezoning, to
permit the site to be used for a truck stop. For the purposes
of this appeal, it is necessary that we lock to some history of
the subject property and rezoning in Frederick County.

1959 — The Board of County Commissioners adcpted its
first comprehensive zoning ordinance, which placed the sub-
ject property in zonir.g classification A-1, agricultural.

1971 — At the request of the then property owner, Humble
0il Company, the property was re-zoned from A-1, agricul-

tural, to B-2, community business zone. The B-2 classifi-

I, Yender n‘ Purchaser €=215(1)

Agreement for sale of land whereunder
purchaser was required to make certain

CARDON INV. v. TOWN OFf

573] - . Opinion of the Cofll

' *VL Relationship to the 148
Plan. ’

The published 1972 adopted (8
designates this site for High

addition, District and Reg{

Centers zre Jdesignated in the
northeast quadrant of the 1-70
The staff would note that th-g
the Frederick County Court
adopted Comprehensive Plan §
the extension of High Density R

[ TABLE OF CASES

cation permitted an *automobile service station”; however,

the County Code defined only an automotive service station

as "[t]hat portion of property where flammable or combusti-
ble liguids are stored and dispensed from fixed equipment
into the fuel tanks of mator vehicles .. .". (Frederick County
Code, section 40-1). - :

1972 — Frederick County adopted a corﬁprehemive land -

use plan with a "highway service commercial” classification,

__describedas:_.' : .

*Highway Service Commercial (Purposes): To
provide for vehicular transient services at major
highway intersections. L
Areas Classified: 7_ _

1. Intersections of major highways such as -
expressways, freeways and major arterial roads.

of Rt. 144, east of Rt. 75, on th.
the subject site. The remainc
shown as Rural Reserve. In the
reflects a mapping error since
believe this area was intendeg
Rural Reserve due to the inten

- around this site and the desig
Service in the published Plan :

R g Tope s b Msta it i il o

e

1977 — Frederick County adopte
"to repeal and re-enact with amend.
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staff report of the Plann
commented: :

2. Intersections of highways between employ- -
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Uses Permitted: R

Service stations, lodging and accommodations,
restaurants, truck stop, rest and picnic areas, spe-
 cialized  tourist-oriented retail commercial and
convenience goods.” (Emphasis supplied) =
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ing Department of Frederick County
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1981 — Appellant applied for a Z{&
ing Permit to construct a truck stop§

was not explicitly referred to in |

© Zoning Regulations, appellant soug'l

~ ion by the Zoning Administrator pr @8
"~ was a permitted use in the G.C. cla

- . New Market appealed this interpr{l

Appeals, which affirmed the Zoni|@

Town then appealed to the Circuit §

AND APPELLATE REPORTS

‘}_ Atinued from precedi \g page}

v. TOWN OF NEW MARKET

inion of the Court.

egan its legal journey on O-tober 9,
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:d rezoning in Frederick County.

f County Commissioners adopted its
¥ ing ordinance, which placed the sub-
BB classification A-1, agricultural.

t of the then property owner, Humble
erty was re-zoned from A-1, agricul-
ity business zone. The B-2 classifi-
atomobile service station”™; however,

d only an automotive service station -
.perty where flammable or combusti- "

nd dispensed from fixed equipment

B8 \ctor vehicles . . .. (Frederick County .

|.unty adopted a comprehensive land
.y service commercial” classification,

ce Commercial (Purposes): To

lar transient services at major - a8
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of major highways such as.
ays and major arterial roads.

of highways between employ- -
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CARDON INVESTMENTS v. TOWN OF
NEW MARKET et AL

[Ne. 1704, September Term, 1982.]
Decided Octaber 5, 1983.

- Zoning — ApreaL — A Local Zoning Or Rezoning Ordinance. Enacted

Pursuant Te Powers Granted By The Legislature, Is Presumed To Br Valid
. — Where There Is No Room For Reasonable Debate, Or A Record Barren

Of Supporting Facts, The Court Can Declare Legisiative Action Invalid.
p. 579

ZoNING — Reroning — The Authority Of The County Commissioners To
Rezone Is Limited To Circumatances Where Sufficient Evidence Shows
That The Original Zoning Was Mistakenly Applied Or A Substantial

Change In The Character Of The Neighborhood Warrants The Change.
. p. 5719

ZonmwG -~ Comprehensive Rezoning — "Comprehensive Rezoning” Is A
Term Of Art With A Specific Legal Definition — The Fact That Few
Changes In Zoning Are Made Does Not Affect The Comprehensive Nature
Of The Rezoning. A comprehensive Toning or rezoning is the product of
careful consideration and extensive study, designed to control and direct the
present and planned future use of land and buildings: it applies to & sub-
stantial geographical area, regulates all uses. and covers the height, area
and use of land utilization. . pp. 582-583

Zontng — Arreal — Comprehensive Rezoning — A Statement Of Leg-
islative Intent Is Relevant To But Not Dispositive of Whether A Given
Rezoning Is Comprehensive ~ The Court Must Look To The Actual Proce-
dure Used And Provisions Of The Ordinance To Determine Iflils Comg:s-

hensive. P

ZoNING — Rezoning — Changes In The Character Of A Neighborhood

Prior To The Last Comprehensive Rezoning May Be Considered Only In

Conjunction With Subsequent Changes To Justify A Reclussification,
pp. 586-587

ZoninG — Comprehensive Rezoning - When A Local Legisiative Bodv
Adopts Comprehensive Rezoning, It Cannot Provide That It Is Not Compre-

hensive Rezoning, Either By So Stating Or Through A Designation Of The
’ : p- 588

Change Mistake Date.

Zonwe — State Lavw, Not Inherent Police Power, Determines The Extent
Of Local Legislative Authority To Zone, And The Terms Under Whuch It
May Be Exercised — Md. Code, Art. 66B, § 4.01. : p- 588 .

CARDON INV. v. TOWN OF NEW MARKET 577
673} : Opinion of the Court. N

“VL. Relationship to the 1972 Comprehensive
- Plan. e '

The published 1972 adopted Comprehensive Plan
designates this site for Highway Service use. In
addition, District and Regional Commercial
Centers are designated in the 1972 Plan for this
northeast quadrant of the I-70/Rt. 75 interchange.

The staff would note that the 1972 Plan filed in
the Frederick County Courthouse includes an
~ adopted Comprehensive Plan map ... calling for
the extension of High Density Residential use south
of Rt. 144, east of Rt. 75, on the western portion of
the subject site. The remainder of this tract is
shown as Rural Reserve. In the staff’s opinion, this
reflects a mapping error since the stafl does not -
believe this nres was intended to be designated
Rural Reserve due to the intensity of uses planned
- around this site and the designation of Highway

. Service in the published Plan map.” D

1977 — Frederick County édoptéd Ordinance No. 77-1-78 ._

' " “to repeal and re-enact with amendments, Chapter 40, Title
~ ‘Zoning’ of the Frederick County Code.” - .~ -

" This ordinance designated May 11, 1959, instead of the -
- date of the passage of the erdinance for determining any .

changes of mistakes required to be shown for purposes of

. rezoning. The ordinance also created the G.C. (General Com- -
‘mercial) and the H.S. (Highway Service) classifications.

1981 — Appellant applied for a Zoning Certificéba Build-r

" ing Permit to construct a truck stop. Because a “truck stop”
" was not explicitly referred to in the Frederick County.
" Zoning Regulations, appellant sought and obtained an opin- -

- jon by the Zoning Administrator providing that a truck stop

~ was a permitted use in the G.C. classification. The Townof
New Market appealed this interpretation to the Board of
. Appeals, which affirmed the Zoning Administrator. The .
. ¥ .1own then appesaled to the Circuit Court. .~ - .~ -

$74 . CARDON INV, v, TOWN OF NEW MARKET
Syllosus. _ (53 Md. App.

Zomng — Comprehensive Reooning — State Law Defines What Censti-
tutes Comprehensive Resoning. And What Consegquensces Flow Fream That
Demignation — State Law Accords Comprehensive Resoaing A Presumption
OF Correc :ntea, Relwistable Only By A Showing Of Mistake Or Change In
Cuvumstances — L1 Code. Art. 568, § 405 (ai. p. 588

ZoNING — ADMINISTRATNE LaW — ArPeal. «= The Court May Reverve An
Administrative Action That Is Arbitrary, Capricrous, lllegal, Or
Unconstitutionsl — So Long As Correction OF A M:stake Of Law Dose Not
Necossitate The Taking Of Additional Evidence, The Circuit Court May
Carrect The Mistake And Decide The Case. Although the courts must defor
to the expertise of an administrative agency in the resolution of disputed
questions of fact, mistaken interpretation of law is held not to be within the
exarcise of sound administrative discretion and the legislative prerogstive,
but 1o be arbitrary and illegal. p. 590

ZoNING — ADMINSTRATIVE Law — A Legisiative Body Sitting As A
Zoning Board Acts As An Administrative Agency Whose Authority Is Lim-
ited By Statute And Case Law — Ajthough The Zoning Hearing May Be
Governed By Laws Actually Passed By The Same Body, It Does Not
Thereby Gain Any Additional Authority. p- 550

ZoNing — Rezoning — To Obtain Reclassification. The Applicant Must
Show That There Was A Substantial Change In The Character Of The
Neighborhood Where The Property Is Located Or That There Was A Mis-
take I[n The Existing Zoning Classification « Md. Code, Art. 668, § 4.05
{a). p- 591

StaTuTES — While Subsequent Legislative Interpretation OFf A Prior
Statute [s Not Bind:=g fin The Court, A Subsequent Statute Purporting To
Declare The Intent Of An Earlier One Might Be Of Great Weight In
Assisting A Court When [n Doubt. p. 594

Zowise — The Planning And Zoning Functions Are Different — The
Zoning As Recommended Or Proposed In The Master Plan Is Not
Incorporated In A Comprehensive Zoning Map Unitil It Is Officiaily adopted
And Designated As Such By The District Council. p. 595

R . J. B

Appeal from the Circuit Court for Frederick County
{CaHoon, J.).

Cardon Investments applied for rezoning of & parcel of
property to permit the property to be used for a truck stop.

578 CARDON INV. v. TOWN OF NEW MARKET |
o (55 Md. App.

Opinion of the Court.

While the above appeal was pending before the Circuit
Court, the Board of Couity Commissioners enacted a zoning
text amendment that defined truck stops and restricted
them to the H.S. and light industrial classifications. The
issue raised by the Town in the pending appeal became moot.

Appellant then spplied for rezoning of the subject property
from the Genera} Commercial classification to the Highway
Service clessification, to permit the property to be used for
a truck stop. ' o :

1982 — The Board of County Commissioners passed
Ordinance 82-2-246, which rezoned the property H.S. The
Board agreed to rezone the site because: '

1. The site was designated as HS. on the 1972 compre-

hensive plan; and _

9 Substantial change in the character of the
neighborhood warranted reclassification of the property (the
Commisaioners adopted the staff report, which mea.sumd the
change since 1939). _ '

The Commissioners also found that there was no mistake
in the 1977 zoning of the property in the G.C. classification.

The Town of New Market then appealed to the Circuit
Court for Frederick County. At this time, the Department of

State Planning (Department), which had not appeared

before the Commissioners, filed a timely intervention and

appeal from the reclassification ordinance, in accordance

with Article 88C, section 2 (r} of the Maryland Code. An

order of the Circuit Court for Frederick County dated May
. 4, 1982, designated the Department as a party.

On July 26, 1982, the circuit court reversed the action of
the Commissioners, thereby denying the reclassification.
This appeal is from the court’s order of August 10, 1982,
implementing that decision. .

" At the beginning of its oral opinion the circuit court
pointed out that its function was to determine whether “the

decision of the County Commissioners is erroneous as 8

matter of law,” not to substitute its judgment for that of the
County Commissioners. The court observed that it could not
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The Board of County Commissior JE

granting the rezoning. The Town of

Planning to intervene. From af

rezoning, Cardon Investments app
Judgment affirmed. Costs to be

The cause wus argued before L« |

JJ.

John C. Murphy, with whom wa- i

brief, for appellant.

Peyton Paul Phillips for appellee: o

al. Judith A. Armold, Assistant
whom was Stephen H. Sachs, Attor:
for appellee Maryland Department

Busuor, J., delivered the opinion [ “

Cardon Investments appeals a F il

Court order that olerturned a re

appellees are the Town of New Mark® N

350 personas residing in and about ti

and the Department of State Plann _—
venor in opposition to the rezoning [

Facts

The subject property consists of 6.

located on the south side of Marylar. Ji
section with Maryland Route 75, ir
Interstate 70 interchange. It is b SN
vacant agricultural land, and on th

by State Roads Commission right
Route 144, Maryland Route 75 an Ji
tively. The subject property is just « g

Town of New Market.
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make findings of fact, but could "cor

. sufficient evidence before the Com o
findings that they did make.” .

When a local legislative body en. |

either original roning or rezonir

granied by the Legislature ther
validity, albeit with greater force
zoning. Where, however, “there is

debate, or a record barren of suppo S
* can declare legislative action” invs §

202 Md. 136, 141-42 (1953).
This same standard issetoutin H

292 Md. 351, 355-56 (1982); Boyce

43, 49-50 (1975); Rockville v. Henl

(1973). See generally: 6 R. Rohan. Rl

Controls, $39.02 [3} (1983).

In the case sub judice the circuit «
ity of the County Commissioners, '
cumstances where there is sufficie:
conclude that the zoning was mis
original zoning or that there had b-§§
in the character of the neighborhooc

to make the change.”

The circuit court, 1n its oral opinic
before it did not contain sufficient
change in the neighborhood to §
Specifically, with regard to the chan §
stated that: ‘ =

1. In 1971 the Board of Cou{

rezoned the property from an a
to a commercial category. The
in that classification until the
attempt to rezone. This caused
the circumstances or the necess .}
sider changes prior to that dat+

2. The fact that the 1972 plar
erty of HS. is irrelevant to th
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Commissioners' determination to rezone in thia
case, o
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$73] Opanios: of the C §

i ciccons 15500 Anp required to be shown for reeoning subsequent to

- e Cour | January 24, 1977, shall not be from such date, but
~harges in the character of the neighborhood or
mistake in the existing zoning may be shown and
considered as evidence by the board of county com-
missioners from the date of the original adoption of

N o stantial or wide geographical a 8
Opinion 0“],f Court. all uses, and that it covers ail c (RS
land utilization: height, arec a. 2N
few changes in zoning are madg]
comprehensive nature of the

Montgomery County v. Woodw JEStES

. 3. Textual changes in the 1977 ordinance created
" “refinements of the zoning classification”, which in
turn required designating on the map those areas
where the textual changes applied. There was,
“accordingly, "a conscious determination to find the

change of 1981, " M- TOWN OF NEW MARKET . ~ CARDON INV. v. TOWN OF NEW MARKET 681
10. “Therefore, there is notill o L : - o

~ conclusion that there has been:

- character of the neighborhood |

rezoning.” . [Btermination to rezone in this

, - ' o Binion of the C '.;....': S " Opini of the Court.
make findings of fact, but couid “conclude that there was not g’ e 573l : Op:mon. '
sufficient evidence before the Commissioners to make the | |

findings that they did make.” -

tAbpeal was pending before the Circuit -
g unty Commissioners enacted a zoning
N defined truck stops and restricted
light industrial classifications. The

155 Md. App. % ¢

3. The only change 6f conséquehce that was in

= j 1 in the pending appeal became moot.
S ed for rezoning of the subject property

mercial elassification to the Highway

' "";‘ il to permit the property to be used for

8 of County Commissioners passed _-

B8 hich rezoned the property H.S. The
- the site because:

gnated s H.S. on the 1972 compre-

Bllnge in  the character of the

¥d reclassification of the property (the

L i the staff report, which measured the

. l:1s0 found that there was no mistake
- property in the G.C. classification.

¥ arket then appealed to the Circuit

nty. At this time, the Department of

MR rtment), which had not appeared

f

fers, filed a timely intervention and

tsification ordinance, in accordance

ion 2 (r) of the Maryland Code. An

for Frederick County dated May

fl Department as a party.

circuit court reversed the action of
reby denying the reclassification.
J_court’s order of August 10, 1982,

E=10n.

fll its oral opinion the circuit court

tion was to determine whether “the
Commissioners is erroneous as a -

BBl bstitute its judgment for that of the

=

I-'he coug't observed that it could not
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o Opmwn of the Court. [55 Md. App. -
hown fdr réz-bni'rig: sﬁbséqﬁe;li 'to.
7, shall not be from such date, but
haracter of the neighborhood or

isting zoning may be shown and | -

PR lence by the board of county com-

he date of the original adoption of

ce on May 11, 1959, or from the
.- of any future compreh_ensive '

b ap amendment.” <

. that a legislative intent to rezone - -
Qnecessary precondition to application
e rule. When, as here, the zoning

pAisavows such an intent, appellant

cannot treat the rezoning as compre-  §

ng” isa term of ért.witl:; ar'speci‘fi? S f
B by the Court of Appeals in numerous . -
mum’rs of Cecil Co. 291 Md. 81,88,39 ., }

S mprehensiveness’ in zoning are

A - comprehensive  zoning  or .
ell thought out, the product of -

lon and extensive study, and

llar area. It must be designedto - . ¢

rations concerning the common -

llthe use of land and buildings * .
B and planned future conditions,

as possible the most appropri-

M sistent with the public interest

g of the interests of the individ-

ers. . Other: characteristics * of -
RN may be found in the fact that

ng applies to or covers a sub-

When a local legislative body enacts a zoning ordinance,

" either original zoning or rezoning, pursuant to powers
granted by the Legislature there is & presumption of
validity, albeit with greater force in the case of original
zoning. Where, however, “there is no room for reasonable

debate, or a record barren of supporting facts . . . the Court

can declare legislative action” invalid. Wakefield v. Kraft,
202 Md. 136, 141-42 (1953). '

This same standard is set out in Howard County v. Dorsey,
292 Md. 351, 355-56 (1982); Boyce v. Sembly, 256 Md. App.
43, 49-50 (1975); Rockville v. Henley, 268 Md. 469, 472-73

(1973). See generally: 6 R. Rohan, Zoning and Land Use

Controls, §39.02 [3] (1983).

In the case sub judice the circuit court set out the author-
ity of the County Commissioners, which "is limited to cir-
cumstances where there is sufficient evidence for them to
conclude that the zoning was mistakenly applied in the
original zoning or that there had been substantial changes
in the character of the neighborhood to warrant the decision
to make the change.”

The circuit court, in its oral opinion, found that the record
before it did not contain sufficient evidence of mistake or
change in the neighborhood to justify the rezoning.
Specifically, with regard to the change consideration date, it
stated that: : .

1. In 1971 the Board of County Commissioners
rezoned the property from an agricultural category
to a commercial category. The property continued
in that classification until the time of the current
attempt to rezone. This caused "a truncating . .. of
the circumstances or the necessity to view and con-
sider charnges prior to that date.”

2. The fact that the 1972 plan classified the prop-
erty of H.S. is irrelevant to the Board of County

' CARDON INV. v. TOWN OF NEW MARKET 583
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- ptantial or wide geographical area, that it regulates
" all uses, and that it covers all of the usual factors of -

" land utilization: height, area and use. The fact that
.. few changes in zoning are made does not affect the
~ comprehensive nature of the zoning or rezoning.

Montgomery County v. Woodward & Lothrop, Inc.,
- 280 Md. 686, 702, 707, 376 A.2d 483, 492-93, 495
s, (1977), cert.  denied ~sub - nom. Funger v.
* Montgomery County, 434 U.S. 1067, 98 5.Ct. 1245
coQeTe s AR

. A statement of legislative intent is relevant to but not T
- dispositive of whether & given rezoning is comprehensive. -~
- The reviewing court must look to the actual procedure used . -
“.. and provisions of a zoning ordinance to determine if it meets

the definition of comprehensiveness set forth above. The

_ following sections from the preamble to the 1977 ordinance - -
- evince the deliberation and broad regulation of uses char-— ..
“i 7 acteristic of comprehensive rezoning: .0 - . Ve

" WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners
- has considered the finsl recommendation of the
- Planning Commission entitled “Frederick County -

" Proposed Zoning Ordinance”, dated September 14, O

S 1976,and. o ool T
"~ WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners .=
 proposed alternative changes to the Planning Com- -

mission recommendations, such changes being con- =~ - . * -

tained - in & report. entitled “Supplement To

"~ Frederick County Proposed Zoning Ordinance”,

dated November, 1976, and ~ """ "

. WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners - =

" has held three (3) duly advertised public hearings -

= :" - on these proposed changes to the Zoning Ordina_mce S

o and Map, and

. WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners =

: has considered all comments received from the citi-

" gens of Frederick County at said hearing and all -~ °© =
. correspondence received within the ten (10) day .= o B

*"_limit following said public hearings, and . -

sites . .. appropriate for this highway service classi- -

ficawien”, but the subject property was not one of
them. _ S C :
4. As a result, the time for "a consideration of the

" change in the character of the neighborhood™ was

1977.

stated:

5. The Commissioners made an express finding
that there was no mistake in the general commer-

" cial zoning of the property in 1977,

. 6. The changes set out by the Commissioners '
- going back to the date that the court deemed appro-

priate would not call for a reclassification, e.g., —
the nature, scope and location of the highway
improvements had long been censidered; their com-
pletion in 1974 is of "no telling consequences” in
terms of the 1971 decision to place the property “in
the commercial category.,..".

7. The availability of adequate sewer facilities is -
not significant, though the system, of course, should

" “be able to take care of the property.” -

8. The number of extensions of commercial

" zoning set out in the opinion of the Commissioners

were "by their own findings . .. of the same char-

acter” as those that had previously taken place, or
had been previously considered, and therefore “do
not meet the test of the change in character {of the
neighborhood].”
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. WHEREAS, the Board of County Com'm;ssioner's o
hereby state their purposes and findings for

- adopting a new Zoning Ordinance gnd Map as -
" follows: - ST e

- Purposes and Findings . - L
- .. This Ordinance is the product of over one (1) year
- of studies, workshops and public hearings. A}’ter
" conducting hearings and workshops in the various

~ planning regions of the County at whirh all citizens

" were invited ta and did submit their views on the
" various proposals, the Frederick County Planning

" Commission held eleven (11) public hearings and
" the County Commissioners corducted hearings on .
7 three (3) separate days on the new Ordinance and

~ the various proposals considered. - - s _
* There had been no comprehensive changes in the

- . Zoning Ordinance Map and Text since 1959, at -

~ which time zoning was initiated in- Frefierick
- County. Since 1959, the County has experienced

. " comparatively rapid growth; some 30,000 people . -

have been added to the population; 51% of all new

homes have been built since 1971. From 1953 to
1974, some 1,076 farms have been el_iminated, rep- .

” resenting some 83,130 acres.

Since the original enactment of zoning in 1959,

" the Zoning Map has undergone only piecemeal

o " changes. During this past seventeen (17) year
" period there has been over 250 individual rezoning .-
"~ requests for changes and 160 of these requests have

been approved. While almost every conceivable

- . type of request has been approved — upzoning as -~
% well as downzoning, almost 100 of the approved .
- Map changes involved taking land out of the Agri-~ "
. cultural District. By virtue of these rezonings there  °

.’ has been over 6,000 acres or almost 10 square miles . T
""" of land rezoned from agriculture to a more intensive
7. residential, commercial or industrial classification. .~ ..

With fespect to evidence of mistake or change, th. -

»fs.w,wrﬂeawmwwm-&'w

g A e g i

Cos131

T di i

.. The circuit court‘ thus held th:[}ll = . he 1977 ordi o
change in the neighborhood woul(s esinthe .ordxlnallcecr.ented '
1959, as provided in the 1977 (& zoning classification”, which in -

" Measuring from 1977 (or even 1971 i 13tinE on the map those areas

cient change to warrant rezoning = S8
Appellant raises the following is 388

I. Did the court err in finding th

" "measured from either 1971 or 1977, £
out in the ordinance? : .

II. Did the court err in finding ti8

cient evidence of change in
neighborhood to support the reclas §§

changes applied. There was,
:cious determination to find the
+ for this highway service classi-
ubject property was not one of

k. tiine for "a consideratioﬁ of the
iwcter of the neighborhood™ was

B ** previous Urdinance. Since app

' lant maintains that change since 19

its land. o

III. Did the court err in finding §
 was not a proper exercise of legisle
_ the Frederick County comprehensi

nce of mistake or change, the court

ners made an express finding
L -istake in the general commer-
- . [ operty in 1977. )
The Change ConsiderJiiet out by the Commissioners

Appellant argues that change sk “f ;hat the court dee.med &ppro-
" from 1959; it urges that the circuirB’ 07 8 reclassification, e.g, —
the 1977 ordinance as a comprehens §8 .md location of the highway
change must be measured. The 197" fn“g been considered; their com- -

contained the following provision, « .. no telling consequences” in
County Zoning Code as Section 1-138 ;1:;;:1 w"p lace the p roperty “in
"$1-19-67. Legislative inten'B of adequate sewer facilities is

take criteria for r -k the system, of course, shou! 4

It ia the legislative intent of S of the property.”

" commissioners that any ch: i f extensions of commercial
8 opinion of the Commissioners

findings ... of the same char-

84 ad previously taken place, or

M considered, and therefore "do

il he change in character [of the
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" This new Ordinance provides e e
. which would allow a8 more ir[E8 R o
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Comprehensive Development FlMlln of the Court. *~ ~[55 Md. Ayp..
" the number of residential zorfumm - . - - oo
three (3) districts to six (6) distr SR Board of County Commissioners -
diverse densities and housing NS ... purposes and findings for
~ the area of the County was and _Zt?nlng Qrd_:ngnc?:I and M}_p as
"~ tion Zoning District and the A L e e
District (approximately 25% JRdJings - .-

tively), necessarily these district SuE . : : Cee L
attention of the Planning Comm il '° the product of over one (1) year - -
" the County Commissioners.” (E: B hops and public hearings. After .
3 : y HSSIORERS. "S- ¢s and workshops in the various ==
" The "Purposes and Findings” secti [ f the County at which all citizens .- -

. spec’ﬁcity to set out the bases for K ihd did submit their views on the .
" ultimately - adopted. All “ but fv Il the Frederick County Planning ~ .
. recommended by the Planning Cor{ eleven (11) public hearings and ..
© wereadopted. - . o 0 K 5 AT
. Based on the f(;regoings. we hold tt days on the new QOrdinance gnd

sissioners conducted hearings on

" meets all of the criteria set out in . als considered. ..o

Map and Text since 1959, at:
g was initiated in Frederick
" Given that the 1977 ‘rezoni'ng”w:i.s
have been considered in determining B . ) ave been el

B 130 acres. . . -

7 InJay v. Smith, 34 MdAPP 538 |88 ] enactment of zoning in 1959, |
" “lt is true that there are case il has undergone only piecemeal . "
* been said that ‘changes' antec Rl this past seventeen (17) year .- : -

wmprehensive rezomng may heE en over 250 individual rmning ‘ : )

" gideration, along with other cha: il 8nd 160 of these requests have .~

' mination . whether ° later : piec BV hile almost every W““?“““
 lawfully is permissible. In  Tow Jls been approved — upzoning as .

g, almost 100 of the approved

}ved taking land out of the Agri- -
y virtne of these rezonings there
acrd . almost 10 square miles
W a agriculture to a more intensive
88 rcial or industrial classification..

 indeed, comprehensive rezoning. . B "o comprehensive changesin the - . -~ -

B, - . B9 the County has experienced .-~ =
B id growth; some 30,000 people - . -

N o the population; 51% of all new .~ @ = .
built since 1973. From 1959 to ™ " '
iminated, rep- . .

evidence before the Commissioners was the text
change of 1981. o T

:10. "Therefore, there is nothing to compel the
conclusion that there has been such a change in the
character of the neighborhood that it requires the

rezoning.” 3 _ . :
' The circuit court thus heid that the date from which
change in the neighborhood would be measured was not

1959, as provided in the 1977 ordinance, but 1977.
Measuring from 1977 {or even 1971), the court found insuffi-

. cient change to warrant rezoning appellant’s property. .

Appellant raises the following issues:

L Did the court err in finding that the change should be
measured from either 1971 or 1977, ard not from 1959, as set
out in the ordinance? . _ '

11. Did the court err in finding that there was not suffi-
cient evidence of change in the character of the -
neighborhood to support the reclassification? o

IIL. Did the court err in finding that the reclassification

was not a proper exercise of legislative discretion based on

the Frederick County comprehensive plan?

L o
The Change Consideration Date _
Appellant argues that change should have been measured
from 1959; it urges that the circuit court erred in treating
the 1977 ordinance as a comprehensive rezoning, from which

change must be measued. The 1977 ordinance, No. 77-1-78,
contained the following provision, codified in the Frederick

County Zoning Code as Section 1-19-67:

“§1.19-67. Legislative intent for change or mis- .
take criteria for rezoning. '

It is the Iegislativé intent of the board of county -
. commissioners that any changes or mistakes
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" This new Ordinance provides for zoning districts -
which would allow a more intense use of land,

" establishes the relationship between the zoning dis- -
¢ricts and the areas designated for growth by the

- Comprehensive Development Plan, and increases - e

" the number of residential zoning districts from
 three (3) districts to six () districts, allowing more .
" diverse densities and housing types than in the
" previous Ordinance. Since approximately 91% of
the area of the County was and is in the Conserva- -

" tion Zoning District and the Agricuitural Zoning " o

" District (approximately 25% and 60%, respec-

O tively), necesearily these districts received the most -

" attention of the Planning Commission, its stafl aqd
the County Commissioners.” (Emphaeis added.) -

A . R CBET S s B

specificity to set out the bases for the changes that were

e —-;_?'»‘MM and f‘ihdings"‘ gection continucs with great .

ultimately adopted. All but four of the changes . - ..
- recommended by the Planning Commissipn and kxt._s s@ o

were adopted.

. Based on the foreguihg; we hold ihat;the 1977 Ordinance o
" meets all of the criteria set out in Mraz, supra, and was,
** indeed, comprehensive rezoning. i oo

e Giv;n that the 1977 rezomng was comprehensive, appel-

lant maintains that change sincz 1959 nonetheless should

= have been considered in determining whether to reclassify . * e

" In Jay v. Smith, 3¢ Md. App. 538 1977, westated: < L.
“ vt is true that there are cases in which ithas © .

" been said that ‘changes’ antecedent to the last
" comprehensive rezoning may be taken into con- -
" sideration, along with other changes, in the deter-

mination | whether ~ later - piece-meal _rezoning | L
lawfully is permissible. In.Town d_scm.,m“ v.

a zoning ordinance on May 11, 1959, or from the
date of adoption of any fuiure comprehensive
regional zoning map amendment.”

Appellant contends that a legislative intent to rezone
comprehensively is a necessary precondition to application
of the mistake/change rule. When, as here, the 0ning
authority expressly disavows such an intent, appellant
concludes that a court cannot treat the rezoning as compre-
hensive.

A,

"Comprehensive rezoning” is a term of art with a specific
legal definition set out by the Court of Appeals in numerous
cases.

In Mraz v. County Comm'rs of Cecil Co. 291 Md. 81, 88, 89
{1981) the Court stated that:

"The indicia of "comprehensiveness’ in zoning are
well established. A comprehensive zoning or
rezoning must be well thought out, the product of
careful consideration and extensive study, and
based upon considerations concerning the common
needs of the particular area. It must be designed to
contrcl and direct the use of land and buildings
accarding to present and planned future conditions,
to accomplish as far as possible the most appropri-
ate uses of 1and consistent with the public interest
and the safeguarding of the interests of the individ-
ual property owners. Other characteristics of
comprehensiveness may be found in the fact that
the zoning or rezoning applies to or covers a sub-

" 586 CARDON INV. v. TOWN OF NEW MARKET
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County, 229 Md. 42, 181 A.2d 671 (1962), it was said
- at 48 (674 : | o : _
o ¢
. Changes which may have occurred prior to he |
last comprehensive rezoning need not be vyhoﬂ_,r.
. disregarded when a change from that zoning 18 -
under consideration. It may be -— a8 was the case
here — that it was a rather close question in the
" minds of the officials concerned whether a change .
in the zoning of the land involved should not ha.ve
been made at the time of the last comprehensive
zoning, and additional changes thereafter may
" bring the zoning status of the land as to which -
action is sought over the line dividing different
" sones.” Id. at 544-45 (Emphasis in original.} '

In Jay, the i:kea.mblé to the comprehensive zoning
ordinance provided that the hapha_zard pre-prdmance ._

changes : o -
%, were the very events that were declared to be

" in 'circumvention of the proposed county compre-

" hensive plan’ and had put “‘undue pressure on
existing public facilities and creates problems of an
urban nature that may be in conflict with agricul-

_ tural conservation.’ To permit those antecedent -

. events to serve as a foundation “for this

" reclassification would be to subvert ordinance 73-42
and render its passage a mockery.” Id at 546.

" Based on this statement of legisiative rationale, we held -
" that pre-ordinance changes in the neighborhood cpuld not be
considered to justify a reclassification. Jay estabhshesf. then, 4
_that pre-ordinance changes may sometimes be consn.dered.
. . and that the contents of an ordinance may affect this con- .
" sideration. Cf Runyon v. Glackin, 45 Md. App. 457 (_1980)
" {absence of preamble quoted in Jay allows consideration of
" pre-ordinance change). . . .

S
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280 Md. 686, 702, 707, 376 A &

(1977, cert.  denied sub e
Montgomery County, 434 U.S. S
(1978."

A statement of legislative inten §
dispositive of whether a given rez§
The reviewing court must look to ti B
and provisiens of a zoning ordinance Z3
the definition of comprehensivene. i
following sections from the preamb

evince the deliberation and broad ; JEEEEES

acteristic of comprehensive rezonin

WHEREAS, the Board of Cou il
has considered the final recorpg
Planning Commission entitled

Proposed Zoning Ordinance”, d. [KENA.

1976, and v

WHEREAS, the Board of Cou §
proposed alternative changes to
mission recommendations, such
tained in a report entitled |
Frederick County Proposed Z.
dated November, 1976, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Cou: |
has held three (3) duly advertis
on these proposed changes to the
and Map, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Cour :

has considered all comments rec. (R

zens of Frederick County at sa:
corvespondence received within
lIimit following said public heari g
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It is well settled, however, that

of a neighborhocd prior to adoption
. may be considered only in conju

- changes. Chevy Chase Village v. My B

" Md. 27, 43-44 (1970). _
In the case sub judice the court

~ change since 1977 was the 1981 tex: e

that made a truck stop a legal use
and, in effect, excluded it from the §
does not constitute a post-1977 o

. character of the neighborhood suffi- 3 ‘
_ tion of pre-1977 changes. = |

Mareover, the circuit court found
changes before 1977, it did not hav.

~ trial court opined: = - -

"We are not here dealihg wii
rezoning that may have ove |§
' some changes. It would appea:

deliberate determination by t1{§§ 7

sioners in 1971 to place this pr |
cial category and it has contin 38
the present time, and it seems |
_truncating, at that point, of ti
the nevessity to view and consi.§
that date™ '

We agree with the trial court’s a- |

~of County Commissioners reclassifi

mercial in 1971, and in effect reafl

. in 1977, there is a presumption of cot

cation and, therefore, no need to lov

- 1971 action.’ ‘ '

"The provision in the 1977 ordi:}

surerr ent of change from 1959 is d:J8 -

preambie th.. we gave effect in Jay

the preambie described the Har g

purpose: to prevent pre-ordinance

" wenting the county's proposed comp




